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(Mr. Fay) : Before my learned friend Sir Milner resumes 
his cross-examination, may I ask your permission to venti- 
late the question of the future course of business in this 
Inquiry? I do that at this stage because the case for 
the Commission is clearly drawing to its close. I believe 
we are on the last lot of cross-examinations, and perhaps 
I might say that my re-examination of, at any rate, two 
of the witnesses will be brief, and of the third will be 
non-existent. Mr. James may take a little time in 
re-examination, but I do not anticipate that the re- 
examinations will occupy much of the time of this 
Tribunal. That being so, we are approaching the time 
when the Objectors will be commencing their cases, and 
the principal matter about which I wished to have the 
direction of the Tribunal was the time at which you 
would wish to have my witnesses back for such questions 
as the Tribunal may wish to put to them. I mentioned 
that my re-examination of one witness will be non- 
existent, and that is Sir Reginald Wilson. Having care- 
fully considered what was put to him, I have no questions 
in re-examination. He is easily evailable, however, on 
Friday of this week, but, as I indicated, he is then going 
abroad and the next date on which he will be in England 
and available to answer questions, as at present advised, 
is Wedensday, February 25th, which is a fortnight today 
and it would be a convenience to him to know whether 
you wish to have him back on Friday or at a later date. 

( President ): We will deal with Sir Reginald first. Is 
he going to be here on Friday in any event? 

(Mr. Fay) : I am not sure he is going to be physically 
in this Hall, but he has set the time aside and it will not 
inconvenience him at all to be here. In so far as he is 
going abroad, it might, perhaps, be advisable to consider 
having him here for your convenience, Sir. 

( President ): In general, we put our questions after we 
have heard the Objectors, but at the moment, if Sir 
Reginald can be here on Friday there is one question I 
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should like to put to him, and it may be that, even after 
hearing the Objectors, I should not wish to put any more 
questions, and, therefore, that might, possibly, dispose of 
Sir Reginald if he could come here on Friday. As regards 
the larger question, it depends, does it not, on the length 
of the Objectors’ evidence? 

(Mr. Fay) : I know there are sometimes difficulties in 
obtaining this Hall, Sir. 

(President) : The Hall is obtainable all next week. 

(Mr. Fay): Then may I take it the Tribunal contem- 
plates sitting through next week? 

(President) : Yes, unless somebody has a reason for not 
taking part in this Inquiry on a particular day next week. 
There is something to be said for having a day off so that 
people can do other things, including the members of the 
staff of the Commission and the Tribunal, but, so far as 
you are concerned, you are free every day next week 
from Monday to Friday? 

(Mr. Fay) : Yes. 

(President) : What about you, Sir Edward? 

(Sir Milner Holland) : The position is this : I cannot really 
say anything very positive at the moment, but Mr. Hill 
will, I think, be my only witness, and I think his evidence- 
in-chief is unlikely to take more than half a day. I 
cannot, of course, say how long his cross-examination may 
be, but, on the whole, I should have thought Mr. Hill’s 
examination and cross-examination might take, perhaps, 
a little more than a day. My friend Mr. MacKenna,_of 
course, is calling Mr. Lawson, and I cannot say anything 
about the time he will take, but his evidence will 
obviously, be fairly lengthy, and his cross-examination 
equally fairly lengthy. One other thing about Mr. Hill 
is that Parliament seems to be making rather heavy 
demands on his time, and he is today giving evidence 
before a Committee of the House of Lords, but he will 
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be here after the mid-day adjournment, and we will, of 
course, make him 'available: at the earliest possible 
moment.- He is, however, in that difficulty, and, as you 
know, giving evidence before a Committee of Parliament 
is a very uncertain business as regards timing. I do not 
anticipate that my cross-examination of Mr. Winchester 
is likely to : last, a very long time, certainly not more than 
an hour, and, as my friend says his re-examination will be 
short, it might, possibly, be that we shall just fit in and 
that the rest of my cross-examination and his re-examina- 
tion may last until the adjournment. 

(. President ): But suppose Mr. Hill is not here then? 
You are not proposing to make an opening speech? 

(Sir Milner Holland) : No, Sir. 

( President ): Then suppose Mr. Hill is not here ; what 
is going to- happen next? Is Mr. MacKenna going to 
be here? 

(Sir Milner Holland) : Mr. MacKenna is in difficulty, 
and he has suggested to me that we should call our 
evidence first, and, of course, I have agreed. 

( President ) : That will be all right if you have your 
evidence to call, but I am contemplating the possibility 
that at 1 o'clock you hav.emo witness. 

(Sir Milner Holland) : If I get into that difficulty, possibly 
you might accede to an application to adjourn a little early 
before the mid-day adjournment. 

(President ) : You think Mr. Hill will be here in the 
afternoon? 

(Sir Milner Holland) : As far as I can see, it is quite 
certain he will be available at 2 o’clock, but whether he 
will be available during the morning, I do not know. 

(Mr. Fay) : I hope I have not given too favourable a 
view of the length of my re-examination. I should think 
it would fill out the morning. 

(President) : I always add 50 per cent, to all estimates 
of time! , " 

(Mr. Fay) : I did contemplate recalling the three wit- 
nesses one after the other for re-examination. 

(Sir Milner Holland) : I dare say we shall not run into 
difficulty, Sir. 

(Mr. Grant) : Might I mention Mr. MacKenna ’s position 
and the position of Middlesex generally? — Mr. 
MacKenna is starting a case in the Privy 
Council to-morrow, or on Monday, which 
he anticipates will mean that he will be at the Privy Council 
for three days. Mr. Lawson, who is our only witness, is 
ill with influenza at the moment and we do not know when 
he will be back. So that we might be in a difficulty, I am 
afraid, if Mr. Hill was fairly short and if there were no 
other witnesses ready in the early part of next week. 



(President): Very well, we are getting to the gloomy 
stage. Is there anybody else here who is going to call 
any evidence? 

(Mr. Mercer) : On behalf of Mr. Telling, he proposes 
to call a Mr. Ackerman on behalf of the London Passen- 
gers’ Association and, although I would not like to fore- 
cast the length of his evidence, I should not have thought 
it would last more than an hour. 

(President): Mr. Rippon, has your evidence difficulty 
been resolved? 

(Mr. Rippon): I think there will eventually be an 
agreed table, and that will constitute the whole of our 
evidence. Sir. 

(President ) : We have heard, I think, that Benfleet want 
to call some five witnesses. Is the gentleman representing 
Benfleet here. (No reply.) We shall have to wait, at any 
rate until mid-day, before we say anything further. 

(Sir Milner Holland): Again I do not want to say 
anything at the moment in case it all turns out all right 
in the end, but the only other difficulty is that I am 
engaged in a House of Lords appeal which was expected 
to come on to-morrow, but, owing to the illness of one 
of their Lordships, it has been postponed. I cannot say 
exactly when it will come on, but at the moment the 
guess is either Monday or, possibly, Friday of next week. 
It is too vague to say anything at the moment, but I am 
sure that, with a little help from you, I shall not make 
myself a nuisance. 

(President) : We, like the London Transport Executive, 
must live from hand to mouth ! 

(Mr. Fay): Does that preclude me from inquiring 
whether it is the present intention, or desire, to sit during 
the following week and to continue, as it were, straight 
on? 

(President) : You mean next week? 

(Mr. Fay) : The week after next. 

(President) : I cannot forecast that. It may depend, 
possibly, on the answer you wish to give to this question : 
After the Objector’s witnesses have given evidence, do 
you desire to have some time, as the Objectors desire to 
have some time, to consider their evidence before cross- 
examining them? 

(Mr. Fay) : I am much obliged, Sir. That has not been 
the case in the past, and my reaction — which I might, per- 
haps, have leave to vary, with liberty to apply — is that I 
would not wish to depart from the previous procedure of 
cross-examining each witness immediately after his 
evidence-in-chief. 

(President) : It often saves time if Counsel think about 
the answers before they put their questions in cross- 
examination. 



Mr. Wishart Ingram Winchester, called. 
Cross-examination by Sir Milner Holland, continued. 



3123. (Sir Milner Holland): I have a few questions to 
put to- Mr, Winchester. For your convenience and that 
of the others who may wish to follow the matter, the 
tables on which some questions were put to Mr. Win- 
chester on Monday are, first of all, WW 11, which is at 
page 21 of the proceedings in the First Day; secondly, 
the figures given by way of expansion of answers printed 
on pages 118 and 119 of the Fifth Day; and, thirdly, 
Mr. Hill’s projected Table SWH 6, which now appears on 
pages 221 and 222 at the end of the Ninth Day. (To the 
Witness): Mr. Winchester, I do not know whether you 
are yet quite ready, but, in general, in so far as they are 
factual figures and not inferences, do you find Mr. Hill’s 
figures in SWH 6, representing, so to speak, what he 
calls the 1954 exercise, accurate,' or are there any figures 
there yon Wish, to correct? — No, 4 have no comments on 
these figures. 1 ; ,-,j 

3124': So we may take it that- Mr. Hill’s 1 Table SWH 6, 
as a matter of fact, correctly represents the figures that 
you put forward in 1954? — I am sorry, but -may I just 
make one comment, that at line 32 the figure that was 
given to the Tribunal in Exhibit 708, which I produced 
on that occasion, was £4-8m. It-is a small difference. I 
am merely saying that because I -want to lead to the next 
point, That- it is mot a fair inference from the figures to 
say that the figures I produced for the lines other than 



the Southern and Eastern in line 31 were either £0-2m. 
or £0Tm., which they have now become, when the £4'8m. 
is produced. The figure I produced in “ Z ” Year for all 
lines other than -the Southern was £T7m., that is the sum 
of the £T6m. at line 30 and the £0Tm. which line 31 
now becomes ; but I did not produce in 1954 a separate 
figure for the Eastern Region computed on this basis. 
This is a figure that has not previously appeared before 
the Tribunal for the Eastern Region, and, certainly, the 
figure that was implied within the -total calculation for 
the Eastern, Western and Midland Regions in 1954 included 
something less than £0Tm. for the Eastern. 

3125. (President): Let me understand this. In 1954, 
Table 708, the track and signalling charges for the Southern 
Region are, you say, correctly reproduced in SWH 6? — 

Yes.-:. .- r ; | >, } r 

3126. ; But you say for, the figures given in 1954 -for the 

Regions' other than the Southern they are lumped together? 
—Yes. , 

3 127., And the -total for all those Regions other than 
the Southern for track and signalling was £T7m. ;-js that 
it? — Yes. As I explained in the notes to which you have 
referred on pages 118 and 119, we have recalculated the 
Eastern Region figure. The figure fincluded for all Regions 
other than Southern in 1954 was 'an arbitrary figure. We 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 



.225 



11 February, 1959] Mr. Wishart Ingram Winchester [ Continued 



have since substituted a figure for the Eastern Region 
based on calculations and detailed estimates. So that 
while I accept that the £L7m. for all; other Regions is 
now comparable with £2'9m. in 1958, the separate figures 
are not really comparable. 

3128. (, Sir Milner Holland): I am sorry if I am asking 
your question agaiin. Sir, but I want to understand it. 

( To the Witness): Is this right, that you are saying, as a 
matter of fact, that as regards track and signalling expenses 
in 1954, you produced no separate figures for the Eastern 
Region and other lines, but figures which covered them 
all?— Yes. 

3129. And the total was £L7m. and not £l-8m.?— That 
is so. 

3130. Would you just follow out with me — because I 
am not quite sure on this — your expansion of your answers 
on page 119. I thought you said that, for the purpose 
of your current figures, you have made completely fresh 
calculations for the Eastern Region?— Eastern Region 
track and signalling? I thought what I said was that after 
the close of the Tribunal in 1954 we then made, or we 
then had available, certain calculations that were in pro- 
gress for the Eastern Region which were not put before 
the Tribunal because it was too late ; but for the current 
purpose I have brought these calculations made in 1954 
and 1955 — which I have called “ B ” Year — into .this table 
and brought them up to date. 

3131. Let us get it quite clear: We can see from page 
119, the left-hand column towards the bottom: “Eastern 
Region. Maintenance and Renewal of Track. ‘ B ’ Year 
estimates (i.e. 1954 expenses at May, 1955, price levels)”, 
and then you give detailed figures? — Yes. 

3132. Then to those figures you add 17 per cent, to 
represent increases between May, 1955, and now? — Yes. 

3133. So your fresh calculation for the Eastern Region 
since the 1954 Inquiry was a calculation made towards 
the end of the 1954 Inquiry and not used? — That is so. 

3134. As a matter of dating, It was an estimate made 
just about the close of the 1954 Inquiry? — It was in 
progress during the Inquiry. It was based on 1954 
experience, but .the estimate, when it was properly finalised, 
was expressed at these 1955 prices. 

3135. You have not since then made a fresh estimate; 
you have taken an estimate made at the time you have 
described and added a percentage to bring it up to date? — 
Yes. 

3136. And that is true also of the figures at the top of 
the right-hand column on page 119, the signalling? — Yes. 

3137. The same sort of procedure has been followed? — 
Exactly. 

3138. As regards the Southern Region on this subject, 
you have taken the figures you did produce before the 
1954 Inquiry and increased them by certain percentages, 
which we will look at in a moment? — Yes. May I just 
complete the alterations to the 1954 figures? The con- 
sequence of that alteration of lines 31 and 32 is to increase 
the figure in line 34 to £0-4m., and the figure in line 35 
to £0-8m. That is the counter-part of the correction I 
have made at lines 31 .and 32. The total is then the same. 

3139. Are you now saying that the figure given in the 
1954 Inquiry for General Administration should have been 
£0-8m. and not £0-7m.?— Was £0-8m., as shown on 
BTC 708. 

3140. It may be it is not necessary at all, but I do not 
for the moment wish to put any cross-examination to you 
on those corrections. Mr. Hill will, of course, have to 
explain how he got the figure which he has here put in 
his table, but, at any rate, you do not accept it to that 
extent? — That is so. 

3141. Before we go on to any further consideration -of ; 
these figures, I wonder whether, you would tell us, ..first 
of all, /whether it is possible to let us have the London 
Lines’ receipts for years' prior to the 1958 figure which 
was given as £28m. in WW 11?— Yes. I do not know 
whether-' they are immediately available, but, certainly,. I 
can give you the actual figures. 

3142'., You do not anticipate any trouble in giving us 
the tea years from 1948 to 1958? .1 do not think Mr. Hill 
was able to find it in any publication? — They_ have 
appeared over the last few years' in a paragraph' in the 
Annual Reports. I can show you the 1957 figure on 
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page 54 of the First Volume of the 1957 Report, where 
London Lines’ receipts are shown as' £27- lm. I do not 
think this table was produced every year back.- to 1948, 
but it goes some years back, and .1 will give you a complete, 
series of figures. . ? ;o; :. ... A. w 

3143. .1 would be grateful if you could do that for us. 
Do you somewhere make calculations of the steam-train- 
miles and the electric car miles in each year? You wefre 
able to check them for 1954 and you were able to give 
them for 1958, so I presume they are available somewhere, 
are they not, for .other years? — No. The car miles of 
London Lines and the train miles are an ad hoc calcula- 
tion for the purpose of these inquiries. We keep separately 
the receipts, but that is the only matter we keep separately 
as a matter of accounting* apart from certain odd items 
of expense which I mentioned. I doubt very much whether, 
it is possible to get the actual figures of the car miles. r 

3144. Let us just see where we get. I was given, and 
I put it to you on Monday — and I am not certain now 
whether you have accepted them yet — some comparative 
figures from train miles and car miles between 1954 and 
1958. I think you were disposed to accept them, but I 
do not in the least hold you to that. I think it appears, 
in Mr. Hill’s table ; I gave you four figures for mileages: 
It is on page 221, on Table SWH 6. You will see that 
Mr. Hill has columns for train miles, and in 1954 he 
gives the total steam train miles as 1 T4m., which I 
expect he gets from the proceedings in 1954?— Yes. 

3145. And on the right-hand side, for steam, he gives 
the current figure for 1958 ias 10-2m., and I think you 
thought that was right too? — The lT4m. and the 10-2m. 
are comparable, yes. These are not annual figures ; that 
is our 1954 exercise — it is the notional year for which we 
had the exercise in 1954. 

3146. Just tell me — I have no idea myself: Is the ,10/ 2m, 

train miles for 1958 the figure with which you supplied 
someone in the course of these proceedings? — Yes ; the 
10-2m. was supplied to Mr. Hill in the course of these 
proceedings. - ;t - 

3 1 47. Looking at the first column, which is correctly 
put as car -miles in the electric section, the figure of 
190-lm. is correct? — Yes. 

3148. And the figure of 193 -3m. on the right-hand side 
is the figure with which you supplied Mr. Hill? — Yes. 

3149. ( President ): But not in your evidence? — No, 

Sir; I think .it was in this room. 

3150. But you supplied jt?— Yes, Sir. 

(. President ): These proceedings are really going on on 
two different levels ; that, is very useful, and quite right,., 

llUt !!,!-■ s /- i 

3151. ( Sir Milner Holland): I thought Mr. Hill had 
got it from somewhere where I ought to have been able 
to find it, but I gather that in this respect, at. any rate, 
I was not idle. (To the Witness): It is of interest to 
Mr. Hill, and to the London County Council, to consider 
those figures for other years. First of all, I think . you 
tell us that they are not available in any published tables 
in any form? — -I do not think they -could be obtained 
without a very great deal of labour. We normally have 
the train miles and the car miles for British Railways 
as a whole for the separate Regions and perhaps for 
individual services, but this is quite a major calculation.- A 

3152. But it may -be that it is of importance; Tonly 
want to probe a little bit, and possibly to -take the 
President’s direction : The figures could -be obtained, but 
you would have to work them out ; is that the position? — 
I would think it would take a team of people several 
weeks to provide what you are asking. 

3153. How -would they set about it?— ’ They, would have, 
to go to the time-tables. May I just consult my colleague? 

3154. Certainly ?;-^L ‘.understand that the particular diffi- 
culty would be in ithe calculation of the London propor- 
tion of the .through .trains,; whiph, is a yesry. detailed and 
lengthy calculation, and -that certainly would take, a long 
time. As regards the local trains, we could, I think, add 
up all .the -hundred, or more at any rate, it is ,a large 
number— of separate figures, but that could probably be 
done ; half-a-dozen people could do i.t if t^ey, ; did hpthing 
else for a week ;. that is the -local trains. - - 

3155. Yes, and with regard to the calculation for the 
through trains, that involvehexamining eachdf the through, 
trains which stop inside the 'London special area? — Yes. 
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;( President ) : You mentioned the possibility of seeking a 
direction, Sir Edward ; I do not think we should give a 
direction involving anything like that amount of labour 
until, on Mr. Hill’s evidence, it became vital on some 
important point. 

3156. (Sir Milner Holland) : With great respect, Sir, I 
should not seek to argue with such a view ; it seems sen- 
sible’. [To the Witness): lust to tidy up what I think you 
may feel — and I would not quarrel with it — was a some- 
what untidy cross-examinationiion Monday afternoon, may 
we see how far such mathematics as emerged from it axe 
correct. I put to you a calculation of the steam costs 
based on the total costs and train miles as shown in 1954 ; 
it was a cost of £0-447 per train mile? — Yes. 

3157, And the corresponding cost for steam was £5.m. 
for lO-Ihn train miles, giving you £0-490 per train mile? — 
That is correct as arithmetic. 

3.158. Yes; that is all I wanted to ask you for the 
moment : at any time Mr. Fay may re-examine you on 
these figures. Then as a matter of arithmetic, is £0-490 
rather less than a 10 per cent, increase on £0-447? — Yes. 

3159. As far as electric costs are concerned, if you take 
the £7-3m. in 1954, and the 191 million oar miles, does that 
give you £0-0384 per oar mile? — Yes. 

3160. If you take the present electric costs, which is 
£8-8m. on your table for 193-3 million car miles, does that 
give you £0-0455? — You mean the £8-8m. shown on this 
table? If you add that, that is the arithmetic of it. 

3161. Yes, I do mean that; I just want -you to confirm 
as a. matter of arithmetic that if you take £8- 8m., which 
I thought on your table was the electric costs for 193-3 

million car miles ? — No, not for 193-3 million car 

miles. 

3162. Where is that wrong? We have to get it right? — 
The figures of expenses shown in this 1958 exercise are the 
expenses of the local trains ; the mileage is the mileage of 
all the trains. It includes the proportion of the through 
trains. 

3163. You mean that the 193-3 million oar miles in- 
cludes the through .trains, in so far as they stop within the 
London special area? — Yes. 

3164. And is it right on that basis that to show the cost 
of providing those 193-3 million car miles you would have 
to add on to your £8- 8m. something for the proportion of 
costs of the through trains? — Yes. 

3165. Is any part of the figure which you give in your 
current' figures of £2m. for the costs of through trains 
atttributable to steam? — Yes. 

3156. Have you any way of telling us how much of the 
£2m. ought to go to steam and how much of the £2m. 
ought to go to electric? — Yes. 

3167. 'What are the proportions? — The £2m. is taken 
as a .round figure from Exhibit WW 1 1 . Since you are 
dealing with decimals of a million, the figure ought to be 
£T9m. ; of that £T9m., £0-9m. is steam, £0"9m. is electric, 
and £0 • lm. is diesel. 

3168. So that apart from the mathematics, you would 
suggest, would you, that if we are going to work out the 
present steam costs on this basis for the moment, it should 
be £5-9m. for steam? — Yes. 

3169. It should be £9-7m. for electric? — Yes. 

3170. fOTrn. for diesel? — Yes. 

3171. And the 193-3 million car miles, to make quite 
certain that we are right, represents the total electric? — 
Yes. 

3172. Including, the car miles .performed by the through 
electric trains which stop inside the London special area? 
—Yes. 

3173. There is one other mathematical factor: The 
increase from £12-4m., which was your 1954 total cost, 
to £16- lm., which is your 1958 total cost — first of all, 
those are right, are they not? — It is £16-0m„ if you want 
to give the precise decimal. 

3174. And it is £12-4m. if you take the decimal place 
as correct, is it?— Yes. 

3175. You mean that is merely adding up everything 
to a number of decimal places and then taking the nearest 
decimal place ; is that right? — Well, the basic figures go 



beyond one decimal place, but this is a reasonable round- 
ing off of all the figures ; if you want to take it to the 
nearest £0-lm., that is the nearest figure. 

3176. It is over £16-0m., but it is not over £16Tm. ; 
is that right? — It is a little over £16-0m. ; if it is to the 
nearest 0-1 of a million, it is £16- lm. 

3177. Perhaps you will take it from me that the increase 
from £12-4m. to £16Tm. is 29-8 per cent.? — Yes. 

3178. If the figure should be £16-0m., or something 
between £16-0m. and £16Tm., it is a little less? — It is a 
little less, but I am afraid I have not calculated that. 

3179. And the other factor on this table to which I 
wanted to draw attention by asking you a question is the 
split in 1954 of the £12-4m. ; that is correctly stated, is 
it not, as £11 -lm. for London Lines wholly, and £T3m. 
for the contribution for through trains? — Yes. 

3180. And the split today is, I think, to the nearest 
£0Tm., £14Tm. and £T9m.? — Yes. 

3181. So that the two sets of figures which have to be 
compared to see the increase in total since 1954 are 
£llTm. compared with £14Tm.? — Yes. 

3182. That is a rise of 27 per cent.? — Yes. 

3183. And the £l-3m. has to be compared with £l-9m 7 
—Yes. 

3184. Which is something like 50 per cent.? — Yes. 

3185. I think you told us on Monday that you have 
made a separate calculation, the details of which we have 
not asked for, so you have not given them to us, to 
arrive at the part costs attributable to through trains 
which stopped in the London special area in 19587 — 
Yes. 

3186. And that shows, does it not, a disproportionate 
rise over £l-3m., compared with £14- lm., and compared 
with £ll-lm.? — Yes. 

3187. Is that because the £l-3m. in 1954 was an 
estimate? — They are both estimates ; both 1954 and 1959 
are estimates. 

3188. I follow that, but I understood you to say that 

in 1958 you carried out a very elaborate test to arrive 
at £l-9m.? — It was not any more elaborate than the 
test we made in 1958 

3189. You mean 1954, do you not?— Yes, I am sorry. 
The procedure was precisely the same in each year. 

3190. What accounts, in your view, for the dispropor- 
tionate rise in the cost attributable to the contribution to 
through trains? — The main reason is that the Shenfield 
electric service, which in 1954 terminated at Shenfield, has 
now been projected to Southend and Chelmsford. There- 
fore, the service between Liverpool Street and Shenfield 
is in part provided by through trains, so that there is a 
reduction in the local mileage on that line, and there is 
an increase in the London proportion of through mileage. 

3191. I follow that? — That accounts for practically the 
whole of the disproportion. There is also a somewhat 
similar position on the Brighton line, where there has been 
a fair increase in the number of stopping trains to 
Brighton, Brighton being outside the London area. There 
has been an increase of through trains serving the London 
area on the Brighton line. 

3192. ( President ): Is that because of the improvements 
at East Croydon? — Yes, Sir, that is one of the reasons ; 
the other is Gatwick Airport. 

3193. (Sir Milner Holland ): I have a great deal of 
personal knowledge of that. (To the Witness) : Does that 
mean — this is a matter of logic — that your wholly London 
Lines in 1958 represents as a fact a smaller proportion 
of the total services that you are costing than £lTlm. 
did in 1954? — Yes. 

3194. And that leads to this conclusion — is that worrying 

you, Mr. Winchester? — Yes, the word “ costing ” of the 
mileage. We are certainly bringing into account in these 
calculations nr 

3195. In 1954 — Shenfield is the example you have given 
— certain services were wholly included in the £llTm.? 
—Yes. 

r. . 

3196. Now quite a number of trains that serve Shenfield 
are not included in the comparative figure of £14Tm.? 
— That is so. 
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3197. And they are now in the other part of the calcula- 
tion. Are they mainly through trains? — Yes. 

3198. That suggests, therefore, does it not, that the 
relative cost of providing the services which are wholly 
London Lines has gone up more than the figures £11 Tm. 
to £14Tm. would suggest? — I am sorry; I do not see 
how that is to be inferred from the facts. 

3199. May I test it a little more. Your totals are 
£12-4m. and £16m.? — Yes. 

3200. And that shows an increase of something just 
under 30 per cent.? — Yes. 

3201. But the totals are made up of two other figures ; 
in 1954 your £ll'lm. included a larger proportion of 
wholly local lines than the £14Tm. does today? — Both 
of these figures are wholly London Lines. 

3202. Yes. I am sorry ; perhaps I did not put the 
question very well, and I am very anxious to put it 
clearly. Since 1954 certain services which were wholly 
local have now gone into the other category of being 
local services provided by through trains which stop 
within the London special area? — Yes, to some extent. 

3203. That is your point ; that is why the lower figure 
has gone up? — Yes. 

3204. And it follows logically, does it not, that the 
proportion between the two component parts of your 
table — between your £14Tm. and £L9m. today — as com- 
pared with the proportion between £11 Tm. and £l'3m. in 
1954 has changed? — Yes. 

3205. And there is less train service proportionately 
embodied in your £14Tm. now than there was in your 
£11 Tm. in 1954? — As a proportion of the total, yes. 

3206. And that would suggest, would it not, that if 
these figures are right, the cost per mile, if you like, of 
providing the wholly local services — the cost per mile — 
has gone up more than a mere comparison of £llTm. and 
£14Tm. would suggest? — I am sorry; I cannot see the 
inference at all. 

3207. I wij|r not take up too much time, but I want 
to put this to you again : I pointed out in cross-examining 
you that £L9m. was proportionately a much larger 
increase over the £L3m. than £14Tm. was over 
£11 Tm.?— Yes. 

3208. Mathematically that is true? — Certainly. 

3209. And your explanation which you have given, and 
which I understand, is to say : “ Ah, yes ; but much 
more is now in the through trains, because, for example, 
of Shenfield ”? — Yes. 

3210. And then it follows, does it not, if you take that 
point, which I follow, that less is in the other? — Yes. 

3211. Then if less is in the other, the cost per mile 
of the provision of wholly London Lines trains must 
have gone up more than a mere comparison of the £11 Tm. 
and the £14Tm. would suggest? — That inference would 
only have validity if that were the only change in the 
local mileage. 

3212. It is the only one you have mentioned at the 
moment? — I have not been asked questions about the 
rest. 

3213. But it is in fact the only one you have mentioned? 
—Yes. 

3214. I wou|d-,not be so unfair as not to give you 
the opportunity of telling us about the changes in the 
other local mileage. What are they? You obviously 

want to answer, and I ? — I do not want to answer ; 

I only said that you have assumed that this is the only 
change. I shall be happy to tell you anything I can. 

3215. Let us be fair, Mr. Winchester; I will be fair 
with you, and I hope you will be fair with me. When 
I called your attention to this disproportionate rise, it 
is only fair to say that you yourself called my attention 
to the Shenfield situation? — Yes. 

3216. And you did not call my attention to anything 
else. If there is anything else, please call my attention 
to it now? — Do you wish me to go through the main 
changes in mileages between 1954 and 1958? 

3217. I want you to give any other explanation that 
there is which lies behind the mathematically higher 
proportion of increase in the costs attributable to through 

87587 



trains compared with the other ; you have given one 
explanation, which is Shenfield, and you have given us 
another, which is the increase in the local stepping of 
the Brighton trains, both of which I understand. If there 
is anything else on your mind, please do give it? — That 
is the main reason why the cost of the through trains 
have increased disproportionately as compared with the 
cost of the local trains. But it does not follow from 
that that there have been no other changes in local 
mileage ; there have been considerbale changes in the 
local mileage. 

3218. By “local mileage’’ you mean ? — Mileage of 

local trains. 

3219. Do you mean mileage of through trains stopping 
locally? — No ; I mean changes in the mileage of the local 
trains, quite apart from the fact that at Shenfield some 
of them are now through trains. Other services have 
changed their mileage in all kinds of different ways. 

3220. I follow that, but the total mileage which we 
see from these tables— and which I gather is correct — 
is only increased by an insignificant amount, from 190m. 
to 193m,; that is right, is it not? — Yes. I have not in 
front of me the breakdown of the “ Z ” Year figures 
between local and through mileage, which perhaps would 
be the quickest way of answering the question. 

3221. That would be helpful if you could get it; you 
see, if you add it on in one, you must take it off in the 
other, if the totals are the same, and I want to see what 
the inferences are? — Certainly. 

3222. Subject to the Tribunal. I am not hurrying you, 
but while we are on the point, it might be helpful, might 
it not? — I think to help you on that — can I come back 
to it? 

3223. Certainly, Mr. Winchester, but may we deal with 
it just in general terms without, I hope, wasting time 
before we leave it temporarily. Perhaps I may recapitu- 
late the form of my question and the point I am leading 
to, for you to deal with it : T was struck by the fact that 
the cost of through trains stopping locally had gone up 
from 1954 proportionately more than the cost of local 
trains which are pure local trains? — Yes. 

3224. And you said to me — well, I think you have now 
said — that the main explanation is Shenfield and the 
Brighton service? — Yes. 

3225. You obviously feel that there is something else 
you ought to say, and I am only too anxious that you 
should say it? — No ; I was only led on to make the other 
comment by the further inference that you were drawing, 
that that change which I have mentioned was the only 
change that had taken place in the local trains. 

3226. The change that you mentioned increases the pro- 
portion of the total 193-3 million miles attributable to 
stopping and through trains, compared with, the amount, 
attributable to the wholly local trains? — Yes. 

3227. But if you give more to one, there must be less 
on the other ; I am sure you will agree with that?; — On 
these particular matters, yes. 

3228. And as the total has not changed significantly— 
it has only changed from 190 million to 193 million — the 
question I am putting to you, which you do not for the 
moment accept, is that it shows, does it not, that the 
cost per mile of the wholly local trains must have increased 
to an amount greater than the increase represented by a 
rise from £lTlm. to £141 m. 

( President ) : Sir Edward, I am puzzled about this ; are 
you not in that question, or in those observations, omitting 
to notice that the 193-3 million, like the 190-1 million in 
the 1954 figures, only relates to the electric services, , 
whereas the figures breaking down the total of £16Tm. 
into London Lines wholly and through trains are for 
both steam and electric? 

(Sir Milner Holland ) : Yes, Sir; I was not ignoring that, 
but it seemed to me that as the difference in mileage was. 
only 1-2 million on steam, and it went the other way, 
it makes no great difference if you add them up and get 
201-5; it is adding up the 1954 train miles and car • 
miles and comparing it with 203-5, the train miles and 
car miles in 1958. If anything it is slightly in my 
favour 
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( President ) : Yes ; it depends upon whether it is right 
to add a train mile to a car mile. 

3229. (Sir Milner Holland ) : It may not be. Then you 
have to break down — obviously I do not want to argue 
the case now ; that would be silly— but you have the 
significant breakdown of train mile figures to which I 
have called Mr. Winchester’s attention. (To the Witness ): 
I did not want to put anything further than is justifiable 
on the figures ; it may be that there is not a great deal, 
when it comes to the ultimate event, in this point, but 
the increase from T3 million to 2-0 million is attributable, 
is it not, partly to additional stopping steam trains — you 
did not instance anything else? — No. I have the figures 
you are asking for now, if it would help you. The 
breakdown of the 1T4 million steam train miles in 1954 
is : 9 6 million local ; T8 million through. The breakdown 
of the comparable figure of 10-2 million in 1958 is: 
8 6 million local and 16 million the proportion of through. 
On electric, the “Z” Year figure of 1901 million is 
broken down as follows: 173-9 million local, and 16-2 
million through. The 193-3 million in 1958 is broken 
down as follows: 170-2 million local and 23-1 million 
through. 

3230. Yes ; that is what I thought would emerge. 1 
am anxious to deal with the point which the President 
very helpfully put: The proportion of purely local and 
through in steam is not significantly altered between the 
two years? — That is so. 

3231. It is the proportion of purely local and through 
in electric which is altered? — Yes. 

3232. And your examples which you give — they may 
not be the only ones, but you describe them as the main 
ones — are purely electric services? — Yes. 

3233. So you would agree,, would you not, subject to 
anything you want to add, that the larger proportionate 
increase in the case of through trains in 1958 is due to the 
increase in the electric through trains? — Yes. 

3233a. Perhaps I can get an exemption from you from 
the President’s question 

(President) : And from me. 

(Sir Milner Holland) : You do not have to perform 
the rather tiresome exercise of adding train miles to 
car miles 

(President) : You shall have an exemption from me on 
that topic. Sir Edward. 

3234. (Sir Milner Holland) : And I do not need it from 
Mr. Winchester. (To the Witness) : I do not want to 
keep on about it, but it did seem to me that this was right, 
and now that we have the breakdown, we can see it: 
The figure of 14-1 million for wholly London Lines in 
1958 represents as far as steam is concerned, 8-6 million 
train miles, and as far as electricity is concerned, 170-2 
million electric car miles? — Yes. 

3235. Which is less than the corresponding number of 
train miles and car miles in 1954? — Yes. 

3236. And I still persist in my question : That shows, 
does it not, that the increased cost of those services, on 
your view, has gone up by a higher proportion than 
would be suggested by merely comparing £14Tm. and 
£ll-lm.? — If you mean that the cost per car mile has 
gone up more than the absolute increase, which I think 
is putting it in another way, I agree. 

3237. May we turn now to your figures for terminal and 
documentation expenses ; they are in the second heading, 
if you would like to look at them in this form, on page 
221 on the bottom part of the table. What you have 
done is this, is it not: In 1954 you worked out station 
staff costs at £3-2m.? — Yes. 

3238. You worked out maintenance and renewals of 
station buildings at £0-7m.? — Yes’ 

3239. And other expenses such as ticket printing, etc., 
£0-4m.?— Yes. 

3240. Giving a total of £4-3m.? — Yes. 

3241. And that is 12^ per cent, of £12-4m.? — Yes. 

3242. And all you have done this year — I want to be 
sure about this — is to take 34y per cent, of £16-lm.? — Yes. 

3243. And you performed no other check or exercise to 
arrive at your figure of £5fm. for current terminal and 
documentation expenses? — No. 



3244. Of course, it does follow, does it not, that if 
your figure of £12-4m. in 1954 was wrong, the percentage 
would be wrong? — Yes. 

3245. And equally, of course, your percentage this 

year 

(President) : You mean the figure resulting from the 
percentage, do you not? 

3246. (Sir Milner Holland) : I am very much obliged. 
(To the Witness): That would be wrong? — Yes. 

3247. And equally on that footing the figure resulting 
from 34| per cent, of £16- lm. would be wrong, and it 
would be more wrong, because it is applied to a larger 
figure? — Yes, unless the errors were in opposite ways. 

3248. Do you think it is really justifiable to assume 
that the different types of cost embodied in terminal and 
documentation expenses would move in the same direc- 
tion as the costs involved in your vehicle and movement 
figures? — I have no reason to believe that what I have 
done is likely to be wrong in one way rather in another ; 
I think it is quite reasonable. Broadly, the same factors 
affect both ; there have been increases in wage rates and 
increases in other costs which are easier to obtain in the 
expenses governed by movement than the terminal ex- 
penses. If that is true, I have understated the real change, 
but I think it is within the kind of margin of error of 
these figures, namely the nearest half-million pounds. I 
think it is abundantly clear that the £5^m. is a sensible 
figure. 

3249. So that is all you did ; as it was 34| per cent, in 
1954, you applied that proportion for 1958? — We applied 
our minds to see if we could think of any reason to say 
why it should be unreasonable, but we could not find any. 

3250. Apart from certain logical points, the sort of costs 
involved are quite different from the sort of costs involved 
in vehicle movement? — What do you mean by “ sort ”? 
They are both largely wages, if that is the way you are 
“ sorting ”. 

3251. Are they? Do you not include in your movement 
expenses such things as repairs to rolling-stock? — Yes ; 
that it largely wages. 

3252. Electric track equipment and power? Some 

part of that is wages ; it is not necessarily our wages, but 
it is other people’s wages. 

3253. I see; let us look at that one. The figure 
embodied in your 1958 tables includes £3-lm. for electric 
track equipment and power ; if the Tribunal want to find 
that, it is on page 118, in the right-hand column, a little 
over half-way down? — Yes. 

3254. You seek to say, but I am not sure that you are 
serious, that that really represents wages — as you said, 
somebody else’s wages ; but look at the note underneath : 

“ On technical estimates of consumption per car mile ”? 
— That is how it is split between the different types of 
stock. 

3255. Of course, I do not quarrel with that ; but that 
is the cost of track equipment and electric power? — That 
item is not preponderantly wages, except to the exitent that 
all costs are ultimately wages if you go back far enough, 
and you do not have to go back very far here. A large 
part of this is coal, which is very largely wages. 

3256. I am just wondering how far you are prepared 
to go ; if you look at the basis of the figures in the section 
we were looking at, £L2m. is attributable to train crews ; 
that is largely wages, is it not? — Yes, very largely. 

3257. But wages of technically skilled men? — Yes. 

3258. We have spoken about the £3Tm. £0-9m. is 

repairs ito rolling stock, based upon the gross replace- 
ment value of the stock ; it says so here? — Yes, indeed. 
That has nothing to do with the point of whether it is 
wages or not wages. 

3259. I did not say it was. £0-5m. is depreciation 
of rolling stock on an actual basis? — Yes. 

3260. And £0-5m. is cleaning and stabling of rolling 
stock, etc.? — Yes. 

3261. Those total up to a figure which represents a 
substantial part — of course not all — and it is' the sort 
of basis of other calculations, of your movement expenses? 
— Yes. I think they are probably representative ; I think 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE ' -229 



1 1 February, 1959] Mr. Wishart Ingram Winchester [ Continued 



it is probably fair to say that if you come to steam the 
fuel element would be a rather similar proportion of the 
total. 

3262. Yes, do not worry ; I think that very likely is so. 
But the figures you are now seeking to justify are figures 
of documentation expenses of station staff wages ; it is 
almost entirely that figure of £6-2m. in 1954?— You. can 
get a picture of this from Statement VI-1 on page 75 of 
Part II of the Report ; it is £70m.-odd out of £80m., 
and it is very largelywages. 

3263. And of the remaining total, £4'3m., which you 
calculated in 1954, the rest is maintenance and renewals 
of station buildings, £0'7m., and other expenses such as 
ticket printing? — Yes. 

3264. The itotal increase between £4-3m. and £5'5m. 
is, of course, assumed to be the same proportion as 
between £12'4m. and £16'0m.? — Yes. 

3265. Now may we go over to page 222, to the figures 
for maintenance of track and signalling. You have made 
some corrections about which I must ask Mr. Hill — I must 
ask where he got the figures from — but subject to that, 
this table shows the comparison between 1954 and 1958? 
— Yes. The Southern shows the comparison between 1954 
and 1958 ; the Eastern is actually between 1955 and 1958. 

3266. Yes, I follow that. What you have done with the 
Southern is ito take your 1954 “ exercise ” figures? — Yes. 

3267. I am not using that word sardonically, but just 
to show that I mean a broken year? — It is my word. 

3268. You have taken them, and you have increased 
them, as far as the Southern Region is concerned, for 
maintenance and renewal of track, by 15 per cent.? — Yes. 

3269. And you have increased them for operation, 
maintenance and renewal of signals, by 26 per cent.? — 
Yes. 

3270. As far as the Eastern Region is concerned, the 

figures are 

3271. ( President ): May I interrupt; the 15 per cent, 
is added to the total of £3 -2m., is it not, and not to the 
London Lines? — To each item, Sir. 

3272. I see ; it is 15 per cent, taken right through? — 
Yes, Sir. 

3273. ( Sir Milner Holland ): I am very much obliged ; 

it is very helpful to get that clear in all our minds. ( To 
the Witness ) : So far as the Southern Region is con- 

cerned, you have assumed 15 per cent, over your 1954 
exercise figures? — Yes. 

3274. For operation, maintenance and renewal of 
signalling you have assumed a 26 per cent, increase over 
the 1954 exercise figures? — Yes. 

3275. When we come to the Eastern Region your basic 
figures are based on 1955 costs, not the 1954 exercise? — 
Yes. 

3276. And thus you have increased maintenance and 
renewal of track by 17 per cent.? — Yes. 

3277. And for operation, maintenance and renewal of 
signalling you have increased that also by 17 per cent.? — 
Yes. 

3278. The comparable totals which I am now asking 
you to compare are, taking into account your correction, 
on Mr. Hill’s figures £4' 8m.? — Yes. 

3279. And £6-6m.?— Yes. 

3280. And the four items I have called out represent 
15 per cent., 17 per cent., 17 per cent., and 26 per cent, 
increases over some earlier figures? — Yes. 

3281. You have added in, in 1958, £lm. to cover other 

lines?— Yes. . vnt 

3282. That is, other than^SSutfern and Easter^-^Yes. 

3283. Whereas I think we understood you to say that 
before, in 1954, it was probably only one tenth of £lm.? 
— No ; I said I had not separately' identified the figure for 
other lines in “Z” year, . but that you can compare the 
Eastern with other lines in other years in that way. 

3284. I follow ; we have to . compare £4- 8m.- with 
£6-6m:?— Yes. 

3285. That is an increase, expressed as a percentage, of 
nearly 40 per cent.? — Yes, 



3286. How does that 'come about?— As I have ' indi- 
cated, by the substitution 1 of an estimate based" on a 

■ costing investigation, in the , case of the Eastern 1 Region for 
an. arbitrary figure assumed last-time,. In 1954. for: all 
these lines other than Southern, we added in continuance 
of the practice we had adopted in earlier: years, Y think 
I am right in saying 25 per cent, of the movement costs to 
cover track and signalling. I have now made an investiga- 
tion of the facts and circumstances in the Eastern, region 
which produces a figure much higher than that, and more 
like the kind of figure produced by the Southern exercise 
that I have done in 1954 apd on the strength of that it have 
in the case of other lines ; used the same proportion of 
movement and terminal, cost as is revealed by the eaicu- 
lations made for the Southern and Eastern. 

3287. Does it amount id this that ymr are now saying 
that as a result of what you were so to speak in the course 
of doing at the end of the 1954 Inquiry, you think your 
figures in 1954 for the Eastern Region were too low? — 
Yes, and to some small extent, but to a very small extent, 
for the other lines. The Eastern is the main reason for 
the change. 

3288. So that you are now presenting figures for the 

Eastern Region which you; tell us are based on an exercise 
of testing the costing in the Eastern Region for main- 
tenance and renewal of track and operation, maintenance 
and renewal of signals ?-TYes. . ... , .,,, 

3289. And the two figures of 17 per cent, which we 
have spoken about are the increases over those figures 
calculated in 1955 for the rest between then and 1958? — 
Yes. 

3290. What was the nature of the exercise you under- 

took for the purpose of arriving at your Eastern Region 
figures for track and signalling? — We followed much the 
same exercise as we have previously ' done for the 
Southern. The thing was a little simplified in the case of 
the Eastern because we were able to take two districts, 
which between them covered all but a trifling part of the 
London Lines on the Eastern Region, namely ''Stratford 
and King’s Cross. We took the total cost of the Stratford 
district, of which about 90 per cent, is in the London 
Area, and apportioned 90 per cent, of the cost of that 
district to London. That is on the basis of the mileage 
of the fines within and without the Area. We did the 
same calculation for the King’s Cross Area, of which 
60 per cent, is in the London Area ; we took 60 per cent, 
of the costs in that district and said': '“.These two between 
them are the local track costs of the London Lines of 
the Eastern Region ”. , v, --, 

3291. You mean they are-'in fact the whole of the track 

costs? — Yes. ' ' ■' ' 

3292. It was not the simple process you applied to the 
total? — It covered everything ; the only thing was that we 
split them between London and outside London as to 
track mileage. There was a very small part as well for 
Cambridge, but it is so trifling that one can forget about it. 

3293. So that I am quite sure I understand it, where 
does the King’s Cross district end ; roughly' what area 
does it cover? — 90 per cent, of it is in the London, Area. 

3294. I thought you said that of Stratford?— Yes. I 
beg you pardon; the figure .of 90! per : cent, applies to 
Stratford. With regard to King’s Cross, i am told 'that it 
continues beyond Hitchin on the .main line ; Hitchin is 
the frontier point of the London Lines in this particular 
district, and there will be some part south of Hitchin 
which is London Lines and some part beyond which is 
outside. 

3295. I am afraid I misunderstood you. First of all, 

when you spoke of the King’s . Cro^s. district,. I. was 
thinking of it as a Londoner wifi' think of ' ft ; L was 
thinking that it would. .be ;wholly in London, But you 
say that so far as railway- practice is . condemned, nit goes 
a long way up the line?; — Yes; about 60 per pent, of 
the track mileagb rs in the London -Area. " , , 

3296. I am not very anxious to go right back over a 
lot of old argument in 1954, with which the Tribunal 
will be familiar; but do; these figures represent -60 per 
cent, of the actual expense of maintaining and renewing 
'track in the King’s Cfoss district? — Yes. 

3297. And do they represent 60 per cent! of the actual 
' expense of maintaining -and renewing signalling in the 

King’s Cross district?— Yes ; I can : confirm ‘ThUi the 
figures for each of these districts is actual: norlKJfianiij-w.t 
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3298. And, of course, you do not debit London Lines 
with 60 per cent, of the total actual cost of maintaining 
the track do you? — Yes, 60 per cent, of the total cost of 
maintaining the track in the King’s Cross district. 

3299. I do not think so, Mr. Winchester? — We do not 
debit London Lines ; there is a further stage in the 
exercise. 

3300. Let us take it quite slowly, for simple people like 
me. Having first of all discovered that 60 per cent, of 
the track is physically inside the London Special Area, 
you first of all take 60 per cent, of the actual cost of 
maintaining the track and signalling in that area? — Yes. 

3301. And then you have to make a further division to 
apply to London its due proportion, remembering of 
course that these tracks are used by express trains going 
to Edinburgh and so on? — Yes. 

3302. Is the note on Page 119 the note which gives the 
clue to that : “ The contribution from freight and through 
passenger traffics was calculated pro rata to gross ton 
miles in the case of track, and train miles in the case of 
signalling ”? — Yes. 

3303. So, valid or not, ithat is the way it was done. I 
am not challenging that you have extracted the actual 
figures correctly, but if the Tribunal is minded to accept 
this sort of estimate, they must be told that of the actual 
costs. First of all you take 60 per cent, because some 
of the track is not in the London Special Area at 

all ? — It is 60 per cent, in the case of King’s Cross 

and 90 per cent, in the case of Stratford, which is a much 
larger district. 

3304. 90 per cent, of the Stratford district is within the 
London Area? — Yes. 

3305. And then you have to make a calculation based, 
so far as track is concerned, on the weight of the trains 
that go over the track? — Yes. 

3306. Multiplied, of course, by a factor for distance? 
—Yes. 

3307. That is to measure the ton miles? — Yes. 

3308. And so far as the proportion of the signalling 
expenses is concerned, it is calculated by the number of 
trains multiplied by a factor for the distances they are 
travelling? — Yes. 

( President ) : This topic makes me shudder, Sir Edward. 

( Sir Milner Holland) : I am delighted to hear that, Sir. 
I do not understand it — at least I do understand it, but 
I do not know how we can possibly arrive at a sensible 
argument about it. 

( President ) : We have spent so many days on these track 
and signalling costs. However, we know how it has been 
done here. 

3309. (Sir Milner Holland) (To the Witness ): And your 
view is that that is the best calculation that can be made? 
—Yes. 

3310. Now may we have just one or two questions on 
general administration. If we accept for the moment your 
correction to the table on page 222, you put general 
administration in 1954 at £0'8m.? — Yes. 

3311. And you put it now at £L0m.? — Yes. 

3312. And your £L0m. today is arrived at in this 
method, by saying: If we look at Table VI-1 we find the 
general administration expenses of the whole undertaking 
as £18m. out of £518m.? — Yes. 

3313. And that is per cent.? — Yes. 

3314. And you say: Take £l-0m. here, because that is 
3^ per cent, of £28m.? — Yes. 

3315. If we just glance at Table VI-1 to make sure 
that I have not misunderstood it, it is at page 72 ; we see 
under “Working expenses” the sum of £518m. and some 
odd thousands? — Yes. 

3316. And the item immediately above the total, called 
“ General ” is £18m.? — Yes. 

3317. And as that is 3-j- per cent. — as £18m. is 31 per 
cent, of £51 8m. — you say the proper thing to do with 
London Lines is to attribute 31 per cent, of the working 
expenses of London Lines to general administration? — 
Yes. 

3318. I have a little difficulty with it ; I expect it is my 
fault. I thought that £28m. was the passenger receipts 



for London Lines? — No ; £28m. is the total estimated 
expenses of London Lines other than general administra- 
tion. If you take the £29m. and deduct £L0m. 

3319. I follow ; it is on Exhibit WW 11. If it were not 
for general administration, you calculate the working 
expenses at £28m., which exactly equals the passenger 
receipts? — Yes. 

3320. And to that £28m. you add £L0m. to correspond 
to the proportion of the general working expenses of the 
British Transport Commission as a whole, out of their 
total working expenses? — Yes. 

3321. ( President ): It is British Railways, is it not?— I 
beg your pardon, yes, Sir. 

(President): And you say that if we were doing a 
specific exercise in the case of British Railways and cutting 
out London Lines and endowing them with a separate 
identity, we would on this basis be charging against them 
some part of the £18m. which we find in Table VI-1? 

(Sir Milner Holland) : Yes, Sir ; we should be charging 
them £17m. if you reverse the exercise. 

(President): Yes. 

3322. (Sir Milner Holland) (To the Witness) : Can you 
tell the Tribunal what the general expenses figure was in 
1954? — I can find out. 

3323. It is the corresponding figure to the figure we 
have been looking at in Table VI-1? — £12m. 

3324. So that in 1954 the general expenses figure which 

today is £18m. was £12m.? — Yes. Its content is not 

exactly the same. 

3325. I am going to look at the content in a moment. 
We will bring that out ; we will not omit it. The total 
working expenses in 1954 were £432m.? — Yes. 

3326. Probably £433m. is .the nearest we can get? — It 
is £41 8m., I think. Did you say 1954? 

3327. I was looking at page 257 of the book ; I am 
probably wrong. 

(President): You are looking at the gross receipts, in 
fact ; that was £435m., or £436m. The working expenses 
in 1954 are £419m. 

3328. (Sir Milner Holland ) : There is something wrong 
with me, I expect ; I am looking at Table XI, on page 257, 
and I thought I had got it right. Under “ Working results 
of principal activities ” you will see that the gross receipts 
for 1954 are £449 -3m. and the working expenses are 
£432-9m.? — The £432-9m. is comparable with the £528m. 
for 1957 which is shown on page 72 ; in other words, it 
includes the collection and delivery item. I was giving 
you the comparable figure to the £51 8m. 

3329. I shall accept it ; I am not sure whether the 
President and I are in any way reconciled before we 
reconcile ourselves jointly or separately with you. 

(President): I am looking at the 1954 accounts. Have 
you those accounts, Sir Edward? The gross receipts 
shown in that table are £43 5- 520m. and the working 
expenses in the bottom half of the table are £418-951m. 

3330. (Sir Milner Holland): Yes, Sir. Where no doubt 
I have gone wrong is that I was looking at the summarised 
totals in the Statistical Survey at the back of the 1957 
Report. (To the Witness): What we must look at for 
a rough comparison in 1954 is £12-6m. general expenses 
out of £418m.— call it £419m. Are those figures right?— 
Yes. 

3331. And we can work out from that, can we not, 
what percentage of the total the general expenses, saying 
any differences, bear to the whole? — Yes. I think it is 
about 3 per cent. ; it is almost exactly 3 per cent. 

3332. But in 1954 you sought J:o debit London Lines 
with £0-8m. on your figures? — Yes, that is right. 

3333. You arrive at that figure by some different system 
from the one you have adopted today? — I am afraid I 
do not remember. 

3334. Let me put an example to you ; do not bother 
about what was actually said. I want to say that there 
is no trick in this. What we want to get at is on the 
basis of your suggested test today, which is to take the 
proportion which general expenses bear to working 
expenses, when we go back to 1954 and do that exercise, 
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we have to take 3-0 per cent., do we not? — No ; first of 
all we have to bring the combined general expenses up 
to its present content. 

3335. I am sorry ; I do not want us to have to translate 
ourselves back into 1954, but if we have to do that, if in 
1954 you had suggested the approach you now suggest, 
you would have had £12'6m. general expenses out of 
£419m. total working expenses which, as you point out, 
is 3 per cent.? — Yes. 

3336. And your 1954 figures for working expenses were: 
Movement expenses, £12-4m. ; terminal and documenta- 
tion, £4-3m. ; track and signalling, £4-8m., accepting your 
correction. That is £21-ym.? — Yes. 

3337. And if you had made the approach then that 
you are making now, you would have taken 3 per cent, 
of that? — Yes. 

3338. And you would not have arrived at £0-8m.? — 
No. 

3339. Now let us just look at the content — I think you 
want me to do so, and so I shall— of general expenses ; 
that is in Table VI-1 (g), on page 77. That is right, is 
it not? — Yes, Table VI-1 (g) in the 1957 Accounts. 

3340. If we want to know what is involved in these 
general expenses, a proportion of which you say should 
be attributed to London Lines, we can find them there. 
General administration is about £4-0m. ; police is nearly 
£2m. ; retirement pensions are just over £7m. ; fire 
insurance and damage represents £311,000; rents, way- 
leaves, etc., is £975,000. That is the right table to look 
at, is it not? — Yes. 

3341. You have not carried out any calculation to 
show the proportion of staff on London Lines to the 
whole? — No ; I have no means of approaching staff 
separately. 

Re-examined 

3350. Mr. Winchester, there are one or two scattered 
matters I would like to ask you about. First of all, 
may I go back to the questions put to you by my learned 
friend Sir Milner Holland last week on the practice of 
the Commission in relation to its wholly owned subsidiary 
bus companies. You recollect the point? Figures were 
put to you as to transactions between the Commission 
and the United Automobile Company? — Yes. 

3351. Is that a wholly owned subsidiary? — Yes. 

3352. Does it make a profit? — Yes. 

3353. Does it pay Income Tax on its profits? — Yes. 

3354. Has the Commission itself ever attracted Income 
Tax? — Not on profit, it is only accountable for the tax it 
deducts from the payments it makes. 

3355. In the circumstances when the United Automobile 
Company pays a dividend to its parent, the Commission, 
does it deduct tax pursuant to the law? — Yes. 

3356. And, in view of the Commission’s position, does 
the Commission recover that tax? — Yes. 

3357. So that if a sufficient dividend is declared and 
paid, the whole of the tax paid by the United Automobile 
Company will be recoverable for the benefit of the Com- 
mission’s finances? — That is so, yes. 

3358. If the object of the Commission is to operate to 
the financial advantage of its travellers and users to the 
exclusion, if legitimately possible, of the Inland Revenue, 
is that a perfectly proper proceeding? — Indeed, yes ; 
anything else would be to fail to secure money that we 
could properly secure. 

3359. Does that render it desirable, in your view, that 
any subsidiary making a profit should declare a dividend 
sufficiently large to enable all the tax to be recovered? — 
That is so, yes. 

3360. Has that a bearing on the financial results which 
which were put to you by my learned friends with regard 
to the United Automobile Company? — Yes. In addition 
to the factors which I did mention of there being a 
reasonable profit — in fact, I was led into saying a “ modest 
profit ”, but, perhaps, that went too far — there would be 
a desire to put something to reserve ; but the overriding 
consideration is, so far as the subsidiary companies as a 
whole are concerned, that the Commission should, if at 
all possible, declare as dividend such an amount as would 



3342. No ; very many of them are common to both? — 
Yes, quite a good number are. 

3343. And another group which is plainly nothing to 
do with London Lines is your staff which you have 
obviously on important stations, tracks and so forth, 
wholly outside the London Area? — They have their coun- 
terparts on the staff in important stations in the London 
Area. 

3344. Yes ; that is what you inevitably call joint staff, 
and you have some staff either wholly in one or wholly 
in the other? — Yes. 

3345. And nearly half the general expenses is, of 
course, plainly referable to a wage element, or something 
in the wage field, such as retirement benefits? — Yes. 

3346. Lastly, Mr. Hill’s summary showing some per- 
centage increases is only wrong mathematically in line 38, 
where you would say — and I follow why — the track and 
signalling figure for 1954 should be £4-8m. and not 4-9m.? 
— Yes, and in line 39. 

3347. Which should be £0-8m. instead of £0-7m.? — Yes. 

3348. So that the percentage for line 38 will go up from 
35 to some other figure, namely, 40, and the percentage 
figure for General Administration will come down from 
43 to, :I suppose, something like 35? — Yes. Of course, 
when you are dealing with general administration figures 
a movement of 0T would give you a totally different 
picture. 

3349. I quite follow that. As regards the totals, there 
is nothing to quarrel with the £22-3m. and £29-2m.? — 
Yes. 

( President ) : Does anybody else wish to cross-examine 
Mr. Winchester? (No reply) 

(Mr. Fay) : If there is nobody else, I will embark upon 
my re-examination. 

by Mr. Fay. 

enable it to recover the whole of the tax paid by the 
company. 

3361. Was that done in the case of the United Auto- 
mobile Company? — Yes. 

3362. In point of fact, has that company a General 
Reserve in its Balance Sheet? — It has. 

3363. At what figure did it stand at the material time? — 
At the end of 1956 — which I think it the date mentioned — 
it stood at £165,000. 

3364. Is that including the £10,000 which you agreed 
was put to reserve? — Yes. 

3365. I am not sure whether my learned friend sug- 
gested it was put to Maintenance Reserve or Reserve, but, 
in point of fact, are any sums for Maintenance Reserve 
put into General Reserve? — It is described as General 
Reserve, which is common practice with limited liability 
companies for this kind of item. 

3366. Are the Traffic Commissioners well aware of the 
United Automobile Company’s accounts? — Yes, they are. 

3367. And are they familiar with the position with 
which you have now dealt? — Yes, I have no doubt they 
are. 

3368. Had the sum which was declared and paid as 
dividend not been so paid, the result would have been, 
would it not, that the Commission would have been a 
great deal worse off, and the only beneficiary would have 
been the Inland Revenue? — That is so. 

3369. I can pass from that matter to another matter 
which arose out of my learned friend’s cross-examination 
last week. I can call that to your mind, perhaps, by 
describing it as your volunteered unresponsive answer. 
You were asked about the calculations which could be 
made to test London Transport’s contribution to Central 
Charges on a net book value basis, but not taking out 
British Railways? — Yes. 

3370. And you said, I think, your figure was £5-2m. as 
the result of the test? — Yes. 

3371. I understood my learned friend to say he had 
calculations which bracketed that figure. Was that £5'2m., 
as the figure thrown out by this test, produced in a 
calculation before or after deducting maintenance equalisa- 
tion? — Before. 
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3372. Have you done a similar calculation after deduct- 
ing maintenance equalisation? — Yes. 

3373. What figure does that test throw out? — A figure 
of £5-6m. for 1957. 

3374. Have you put those two calulations on an Exhibit 
in the same form as your other calculated tests? — Yes. 

(Mr. Fay ) : I do not know whether it would assist the 
Tribunal and the Objectors to have the figures, but I 
have them in the form of an Exhibit. 

( President ): Yes, I was going to ask for them. 

3375. (Mr. Fay): In that case may the Exhibit be 
numbered “WW 13” and may it be printed? (To the 
Witness): I do not know that I need take you through 
the Exhibit, Mr. Winchester, because it appears self- 
explanatory. I do not know whether there is any com- 
ment you would wish to make on it? — No. I did not 
put this forward myself because I prefer the approach 
taking into account what is shown in the published 
accounts as allocated to British Railways, but if a calcu- 
lation is desired ignoring that allocation in the accounts, 
this is how it would run. 

3376. But you made it clear that, in your view, it is 
not the proper approach to the test? — No, I think the other 
is to be preferred. 

(Sir Milner Holland): What is not the right approach? 

3377. (Mr. Fay): My learned friend wants an explana- 
tion of what is not the proper approach. Your test, as 
originally put forward, was after taking out the figures 
for British Railways, was it not? — Yes. It was based 
on the Central Charges as shown in the accounts as 
appropriate to activities other than British Railways. 

3378. Is it your view that that is the right way to do 
this particular exercise, having regard to the form of 
accounts - pursuant to the Act of 1957? — Yes. 

3379. One last matter, also on Central Charges. We 
have heard something of an old friend, the specific 
approach, in this Inquiry, and I want one or two figures 
from you. If one goes back to the last days of the 
London Passenger Transport Board, can one ascertain 
what was their liability for interest? — Yes. 

3380. I mean interest on capital? — Yes. 

3381. Have we got their position as at the 3 1st Decem- 
ber, 1947, the last day of their existence? — Yes. 

3382. What was the interest which they were liable to 
pay per annum on fixed-interest Stock? — £3 -9m. 

3383. ( President ): That is, of course, ignoring Special 
Loan? — Yes. 

3384. (Mr. Fay): I am doing a little sum which will 
include that,. Sir. (To the Witness) : That is the fixed- 
interest Stock? — Yes. 

3385. Then there was the “ C ” Stock, was there not? — 
Yes. 

3386. What was the standard rate of interest on that? — 
51 per cent., which could, in certain circumstances, go 
to 6. There was the obligation to pay 51 per cent, or 
incur the possibility of a Receiver being put in. 

3387. At 51 per cent., what was the annual obligation 
on the “ C ” Stock?— £l;4m. 

3388. Was there also, as we know from the evidence in 
this case, in existence at that time the loan from the 
London Electric Finance Corporation? — Yes. 

3389. What was the interest payment upon that? — At 
that time the interest liability was £0-7m. 

3390. If we add those figures do they come to £6m.? — 
Yes. 

3391. Was that the old Transport Board’s liability for 

the interest qpon its capital?— Yes. - T .! 

3392. ' And- was that upon an undertaking of a smaller 
size than the present London Transport Executive? — Yes,:: 

3393. If anyone wishes you to follow this out, could 
you make adjustments for what has happened since?— 
Yes. 

3394. In order to ascertain what would be the position 
today iff the old L.P.T.B. were in existence running the 
preseht organisation?— I have made some broad 
calculations on that. 



3395. But do you reject that, together with the other 
specific approaches, as being of any assistance in 
ascertaining Central Charges? — Yes. 

3396. I do not know whether there was anything you 
wished to add to your answers given this morning? There 
was one stage at which my learned friend stopped you 
from another unresponsive, answer, but I am afraid I do 
not recollect quite what it was? — I do not think there 
was anything that did not ultimately emerge. 

3397. I think it emerged two or three answers later? 
— Yes. Perhaps on that I might be permitted to say that, 
of course, I never put these figures forward as precise 
calculations. They are the best and most reasonable 
estimate I can make in order to show that when we apply 
this Scheme to the London Lines the result will not be 
unreasonable ; but when one deals with them in detail 
and is cross-examined on them, one begins to feel that 
it is being suggested — and I am not saying it is meant 
to be suggested — that one attaches greater arithmetical 
validity to them than one does. 

3398. You said in-chief it was a broad test? — Yes. 

3399. You were asked this morning about the Eastern 
Region track and signalling costing and the increase shown 
in your estimates for 1954 and 1958, respectively, and you 
pointed out, I think, that the 1954 figure was a mere 
percentage increase in accordance with the ratio thrown 
up by British Railways as a whole? — Yes. 

3400. Whereas now, an the case of the Eastern Region, 
you have a costed figure? — It was costed in 1955. 

3401. And that is reflected in your today’s figure? — Yes. 

3402. I think you said it followed that the 1954 figures 
were too low, in your view? — Yes. 

3403. In point of fact, did you say in 1955 itself that 
you thought they were too low? — Yes, I think I mentioned 
it. My recollection is that I mentioned that the investiga- 
tion was in progress and I thought, when I had seen the 
result, we would want to put it up. 

3404. In point of fact, if one looks at page 27, Q. 435, 
one will find you said that there? — Yes. 

3405. There is one other matter which arose this 
morning: You were asked a number of questions on 
lines 18 and 19 of Mr. Hill’s table SWH 6 relating to the 
disparity in percentage increases shown in respect of line 
18 on the one hand, and line 19 on the other? — Yes. 

3406. You pointed out how the matter was affected by 
variations in train mileage or car mileage? — Yes. 

3407. So that the plain percentage is not a useful figure. 
Have you had prepared a calculation showing what per- 
centage increase has taken place as regards, on the 
one hand, the wholly London Lines’ trains and, on the 
other hand, the through trains part allowed in the cal- 
culation after adjusting for variations in mileage? — Yes. 

3408. What is the percentage increase in the costs 
attributed to the wholly London Lines’ trains? — 32 per 
cent, is the figure I have been given, but I would just 
like to see what is the basis of this. 

3409. It is not an easy calculation, no doubt. What is 
the percentage increase in respect of line 1 8 after adjusting 
for mileage changes? — That is the increase in the cost 
per mile as between 1954 and 1958 for local trains? 

3410. Wholly London Lines’ trains? — The information 
I have been given relates to electric services only. 

3411. Then let us confine it to that? — In so far as 
electric services are concerned, the increase in the local 
services is 32 per cent. 

3412. Still confining it to electric trains only, what is 
the increase in line 19? — 31 per cent. 

'3413. In point of fact, have you been given the overall 
fibres for all electric trains whether inside or outside 
London? — Yes, 311 P er cent - 

(Mr. Fay) : That is all I have- to ask, Sir. 

(The Witness): May 1 add a comment?; Having 
brought out these percentages, Sir Milner Holland did 
mention on Monday certain percentage increases, which 
he thought were rather high. T have looked at-: the trends 
of Such nationalised industries as might be helpful in this 
context, and I find the average earnings between 1955 and 
1958 went up by 28 per cent., coal prices went up by 
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41 per cent., and iron and steel by 30 percent. So that 
I am by no means surprised at the kind of percentage 
increases that are revealed by these calculations. 

3414. ( President ) : I think I would like to ask one or 
two questions of Mr. Winchester, but I may want him 
back after hearing the Objectors’ evidence. (To 
the Witness): Your original calculations leading to a 
figure for the Central Charges’ charge against London 
Transport assumed as correct the allocation against British 
Railways as a whole of £41m.? — Yes — you mean the 
original calculation on this occasion? 

3415. Yes?— Yes. 

3416. You said just now that you preferred that method 
of allocating against London Transport? — Yes. 

3417. Do you know what were the considerations which 
led the auditors to adopt that figure of £41m.? — Various 
calculations were laid before the auditors with a recom- 
mendation that in the Commission’s view, this was the 
appropriate figure, and they accepted that figure. The 
figure, clearly, is less than would have been obtained by 
applying to British Railways the kind of calculation that 
is now done on WW 13 for London Transport, but it 
was felt, as a matter of judgment, that something les*s 
than that was appropriate. 

3418. That is not quite what I really asked you. What 
I asked was : Do you know what were the considerations 
which led the auditors to adopt, amongst a number of 
possible figures, the £41m.? — They also had before them 
the approach to this matter which you yourself made, 
Sir, in a number of decisions on the Freight Charges 
Schemes, on the Section 82 Applications. 

3419. They were not really decisions, they were Memo- 
randa containing advice to the Minister? — Yes. 

3420. Do you happen to know what particular Memo- 
randa the auditors had before them? — My recollection is 
that we put before the auditors all the available 
Memoranda and extracts. 

3421. I only know of two published Memoranda in 
which we said anything on this topic? — I have here a 
reference to Hansard of the 10th February, 1954, and 
the 26th April, 1955. 

3422. Is it not the 29th April, 1955? — It may well be. 
Yes, it is Hansard of the 29th, your Memorandum of 
the 26th. 

3423. Have you got the Memorandum there? — I have 
an extract. 

3424. What we said in the first Memorandum — that is 
the one published in Hansard on the 10th February, 1954 
— was that an allocation of £39'5m. would not be excessive 
against British Railways? — Yes. 

3425. The total Central Charges we had in mind on 
that occasion were £55-5m.? — Yes, 

3426. So that is £39-5m. out of £55-5m.? — Yes. 

3427. The second Memorandum — that is the one pub- 
lished in Hansard of the 29th April, 1955 — is the one in 
which we put the allocation against British Railways as 
about £41m.? — Yes. 

3428. The Central Charges we were there concerned 
with were £58m. in all? — Yes. 

3429. The Central Charges, on any view, in 1957 were 
greater than £58m., were they not? — Yes. 

3430. It would be a little odd, if £41 m. were correct 
out of a total Central Charges of £58m., that is should 
still be correct out of a total Central Charges of a larger 
amount, would it not? — That is so, Sir, yes. 

3431. Is it not a little odd that the auditors should have 
chosen to adopt £41 m. both in respect of the year 1956 
and in respect of the year 1957?— As regards the fact the 
two years are the same, we would not wish to change 
the figure for less than £lm. 

3432. You would only rise from £41 m. to £42m., ) or 
drop from £41m. to £40m.?— I would, not say that is our 
permanent: view, but that was the consideration we had 
in mind when we looked at the. 1957 position. 

3433. I asked you whether you knew what the con- 
siderations were which weighed with the auditors, whose 
duty, under the Statute, is to fix a just contribution? — - 
Yes. • 



3434. I see in the notes to the accounts — which are 
the Commission’s notes, not the . auditors’ notes— that 
what is said, looking at the notes for 1956— and precisely 
the same statement is made in the notes for 1957 — is, in 
Paragraph 12, that the amount now opportioned— that is 
the £41 m. — to British Railways is consistent with the 
apportionment accepted in decisions of the Transport 
Tribunal? — -Yes. 

3435. That sentence is a reference to the two 
Memoranda which we have referred to this morning? — 
Yes. In support of that statement there I should, per- 
haps, refer to the earlier sentence in your Report to the 
Minister in 1954. Before saying that £39-5m. was not 
excessive, you did make certain calculations which would 
have produced a larger answer. 

3436. Which were those? — You referred to apportion- 
ment on book values and said if you made certain cal- 
culations the figure would be £40m., and if you made 
certain other calculations the figures would be £40'9m., 
and, adopting those as guides, you said £39-5m. is not 
excessive. There is a possible implication there that you 
are not saying £39-5m. is right, but that it is not exces- 
sive. It almost carried the implication that it could have 
been higher. 

3437. Another thing that troubled me, still on this 
Central Charges allocation, is that in your new Exhibit 
WW 13 you have taken the total allocable Central 
Charges as £63-7m.? — Yes. 

3438. You have arrived at that figure, if I understand 
you aright, by deducting from the figure of £66-393m. — 
looking at Table IV-V — the figure of £2'635m., which 
is the first of the two deductions shown in the latter part 
of the table? — Yes. 

3439. Why have you deducted that figure? — The reason 
for that figure is the losses incurred by British Railways. 
It is the fruit of a deficit, and we thought it Would be 
unreasonable to claim that as- part of the Central Charges 
to be allocated. 

3440. But, Mr. Winchester, the answer to the question 
what was the total amounts of interest charges to be 
borne by the Commission in 1957 is £61 -88m., the second 
item in IV-5? — Yes. 

3441. The details of which one finds in IV-7? — Yes. 

3442. The £2- 63 5 is merely a party of that total interest 
liability of £61 -888m.? — Yes. 

3443. If the question be asked: “What were the total 
Central Charges, in the sense in which we use the word, 
in 1957? ” the answer must be £66-393m.”, must it 
not? — Yes. We did debate this to some extent before we 
made this allocation, and we were, I think, a little 
influenced with where it would get us. If this charge 
to the Special Account of deficits assumed large propor- 
tions, the thing may eventually get out of hand. 

3444. So. it may, but merely producing a document 
called a Special Account does not alter the fact that the 
interest liabilities of the’ Commission in the year 1957 
were £6L888m.? — That is true, Sir, yes. 

(President) : That is all I want to ask, Mr. Fay. 

(Mr. Fay) : I am told Sir Reginald Wilson intended to 
come and visit this Hall this afternoon in any event, so 
if your questions which you wish to put to him are 
formulated, perhaps that would be a convenient moment 
to put them? 

(President) : It would be the same question I have been 
putting to Mr. Winchester, and I suppose I will get the 
same answer. I was in some doubt whether to put the 
question to Mr. Winchester before asking Sir Reginald, 
but I thought as we had a few minutes to spare I might 
fill them in by putting the questions. 

(Mr. Fay): Shall I tender; him this afternoon?' 

-{Mr. Poole): Mr. Fay; in regard to this question of 
Replacement and General Reserve, in the Inquiry in 1950 
Sir, Reginald — he was Mr. Wilson at that time — was the 
principal witness for the Transport Commission who went 
into that very closely? 

(Mr. Fay) : Yes. 

(Mr. Poole): I want to ask some questions about that, 
and I do not know , whether to direct them to Mr. Win- 
chester or to Sir Reginald. 
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{Mr. Fay): I think Sir Reginald might have difficulty 
recalling all the details. 

{Mr. Poole): I do not want to go right back into all 
the detail, I am only considering the general principle. 

{Mr. Fay) : I should be inclined to say, subject to cor- 
rection, that Mr. Winchester is the person to put them to 
as the successor of Sir Reginald in that particular respect. 

{Mr. Poole) : Then I will not want to ask Sir Reginald 
any questions. 

{President) : Then we need not trouble Sir Reginald to 
come here. 

{Adjourned for a short time) 

{Mr. Fay): I have devoted some thought to the offer 
which you made this morning that when the Objectors 
come to give their expert evidence I might defer my cross- 
examination, and, in all the circumstances, I think it 
would assist, not only me but also the interests of brevity, 
as you were disposed to indicate, that that should take 
place. I would not wish, of course, to apply that to 
other than the experts, who I take to be the two accoun- 
tants we have heard about. 

{President) : Very well ; the offer is accepted. 

{Mr. Fay) : I am much obliged. 

3445. {Mr. Poole) : I wanted to ask you some questions 
about replacement and general reserve, Mr. Winchester. 
Just to get it right to start with, if you look at page 74 
of the transcript of the Third Day, Question 594, in Mr. 
James’ evidence, Mr. James states that the requirements 
are three items: £6m. for Central Charges, £3m. for 
Replacement Reserve and £2m. for General Reserve. You 
agree with that? — Yes. 

3446. Now will you just look at page 163, Question 

2055. This was the question asked by Sir Edward Milner 
Holland : “ Does it surprise you, if that is the case in 
one of the companies, that London may be a little nervous 
of the fact that when you are asking this Tribunal to 
allow you to put the fares up so as to obtain from the 
London Transport Executive £3m. addition — are you 
surprised that London may be feeling a little nervous 
that all that will do is to go to help the Commission’s 
deficit ”. £3m. is presumably the replacement figure? — 

Yes. 

3447. And you replied : “ If you would like some assur- 
ances on that, I expect we can give them to you ”. Can 
you give us some assurances on that? — What I was refer- 
ring to there, Sir, was what Mr. James had said in 
evidence at Questions 753 to 756, that it was, in fact, 
intended to show reserves in the London Transport separate 
accounts. In the London Transport books or in the 
separate accounts published, in any way it is found pos- 
sible to do it, the reserve will appear. 

3448. Taking first that £3m., is that a calculated figure? 
--It is. 

3449. The only point on. which I want to harp back to 
the 1950 Inquiry is on this point : Sir Reginald Wilson put 
forward a table showing how the £Hm. for the London 
Transport Executive was arrived at, and it is the differ- 
ence between the total amount of what was allowable 
and the total amount of the actual replacement cost in 
1949?— Yes. 

3450. He simply took the difference between the two 
and it came to £l^m.? — Yes. It is the difference between 
two calculations, one based on the book value of the 
assets and the other based on the current replacement 
value of the assets. 

3451. It has been done in exactly the same way? — Yes. 

3452. And the £3m. has been found in exactly the same 
way? — Yes. 

3453. Supposing they did make that extra, I will not 
call it “ profit ”, but that extra surplus to meet that £3m. 
replacement, can you give any assurances that that will 



be credited to the London Transport Executive as a de- 
duction from the borrowings which they have to make 
for their capital development? — Mr. James mentioned one 
problem, whether you can start building up a reserve of 
that kind while you still have an accumulated deficit, which 
is a matter we have not quite determined ; but their 
Balance Sheet will be improved certainly to the extent that 
they make any surplus over the contribution to Central 
Charges. It may be we shall regard it as necessary to 
apply that first in reduction of the accumulated deficit 
before we start building up the reserve or it may be we 
shall not, but certainly the Balance Sheet position will 
be improved if they earn this. 

3454. The Balance Sheet of the Transport Commission 
will obviously be improved? — And of London Transport. 

3455. Mr. James talked about £39m. or £44m. which 
has to be borrowed to meet capital development over the 
next four or five years? — Yes. 

3456. Including last year? — Yes. 

3457. Mr. James has given credit for some figure of 
that kind from the internal resources which would be 
used so that the London Transport Executive would have 
to borrow less money in order to meet its commitments 
in terms of capital charges, or capital development, what- 
ever you like to call it?^-Yes. 

3458. Would that apply, or would it not? — The compli- 
cation is that we already have an accumulated deficit and 
it may be that any surplus, until such time as the accumu- 
lated deficit is got rid of, should first be applied there. 

3459. ( President ): Do you mean an accumulated deficit 
of London Transport? — Yes. 

3460. {Mr. Poole): Your notional deficit of £15m.? — 
Yes, or whatever the figure may finally be decided or 
agreed to be. We shall put into the London Transport 
Accounts a London Transport Balance Sheet which will 
start off with an accumulated deficit of some figure or 
other, and to the extent that London Transport earns 
more than its Central Charges in any year, the surplus can 
be applied in a variety of ways, either by wiping out the 
accumulated deficit, or by building up the reserve for 
replacement or any other reserve. We would not like 
to commit ourselves at this moment as to how such a 
surplus would be applied, but it certainly would be applied 
to improve the London Transport position. 

3461. In any case, it will come after the contribution to 
Central Charges? — Yes, Sir. 

3462. Therefore, if we are going to arrive at any figure 
at all in regard to replacement or general reserve, we 
must know in advance what the obligation of the London 
Transport Executive is with regard to its commitment in 
terms of Central Charges? — Yes, indeed ; that is the 
first call. 

3463. That is the first figure we have got to arrive at? 
—Yes. 

3464. Who is going to decide what that figure is? Are 
we going to decide it, or is the Transport Commission 
going to decide it? — When we . produce these Accounts 
in a few months’ time we shall, no doubt, be influenced 
by any views that have been expressed by the Tribunal 
as to what is a proper figure if they have, in fact, 
expressed a view as to the proper figure. 

3465. But the fixing of the figure will rest with the 
Transport Commission? — I think I can go this far, that 
if you did, in fact, in your judgment, say a particular 
figure was a proper figure, we would adopt that figure. 

{Mr. Poole.) I think you have answered the questions 
I wanted to put to you. 

3466. {President) : May I add this : What you are say- 
ing is really what Mr. James said in answer to Questions 
753 to 755. ' Whether it be a general reserve or what 
we have referred to as a replacement reserve, the benefit 
of that reserve will be earmarked, as between the Com- 
mission as a whole and London Transport, for the benefit 
of London Transport? — That is so, Sir. 



{The witness withdrew.) 
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been supplied to us in lieu of calling oral evidence, is it? agreed. 

Mr. Brian Hugo Harbour, recalled. 

Re-examined by Mr. Fay. 



3467. Mr. Harbour, I have not a great deal to ask you. 
First of all, I have a question which is, perhaps, not 
re-examination at all : Have you another week’s figures for 
the traffic receipts of London Transport? — I have, for the 
week ending Sunday, the 8th February. 

3468. {Mr. Fay ) : That is Exhibit BH 17a, Sir. {To the 
Witness ): This is for the week ending February 8th, is it? 
— Yes. 

3469. The budget is £1,432,000? — Yes. 

3470. Could you give the following figures : First of all, 
actual receipts? — £1,419,000. 

3471. Deviation front budget? — (Minus £13,000. 

3472. Cumulative actual receipts?— £8,657,000. 

3473. Deviation from budget amount? — Minus £51,000. 

3474. And percentage? — 06 per cent. 

3475. Those are not figures which give you any par- 
ticular cause for satisfaction? — They are not. 

3476. The next matter is this: Mr. Hill is, apparently, 
going to produce a table, SWH 3 — printed at page 219 — 
dealing with increases in fares since 1947 in comparison 
with changes in money values. Do you think 1947 is a 
fair year to take as your base if one is considering trans- 
port charges? — I would not think so. If I were doing 
such a comparison, I should certainly prefer to take as my 
base the pre-war position, the 1938 figure as a base. 

3477. Have you prepared a table giving various indica- 
tions on a base of 1938? — I have. It deals with somewhat 
similar indices as Mr. Hill has done, and that table has 
been prepared. 

3478. (Mr. Fay ) : I th-ink, perhaps, this had better be put 
in, Sir, and I would ask that it should be printed. I think 
it will become BH 18. (To the Witness) : There is nothing 
in the table to which I would like to call attention except, 
perhaps, the result. Does this follow Mr. Hill’s -table, 
save that it goes back to 1938 as a base? — Yes. There is 
one distinction tha't I should draw attention to, and that 
is that in the last column I have based my figures on the 
average charge per passenger -mile rather tha-n a-vena-ge 
receipt per passenger mile, which Mr. Hill has adopted. 

3479. When one goes back to 1938 does one find that the 
Index of Retail Prices for (the second quarter of 1958 
stands alt 273? — Yes. 

3480. The weekly wage rates, on the same basis and in 
the same quarter, at 402 for -average weekly earnings, and 
294, rising in November o-f last year to 302 for weekly 
wage rates? — Yes. 

3481. The difference between those two is overtime, I 
suppose? — Yes, and other additional payments that are 
made like bonus schemes, I suppose. 

3482. Then you have -taken your average charge per pas- 
senger mile -as the tr-ue index of the transport charge. In 
1938 it was 0'82d. per mile? — -Yes. 

3483. Taking that as 100, it is now, in August of last 
year, 245, and if this Scheme -is approved in full the 
maximum charges will represent 271? — Yes. 

3484. You show the average charges per passenger mile 
in terms of pence, on which you base those figures? — Yes. 

3485. So that if the Scheme is approved and imple- 
mented in full, the passenger charge w-ill be 2 points under 
■the Index of Retail Prices for the second quarter of 1958? 
— Yes. That is, of course, a matter of arithmetic and 
comparison. The maximum charges will be applied in the 
future. 

3486. So much for that. You were asked about your 
discount for declining trend in your future estimates for 
next year. You recollect -that? — Yes. 

3487. lit was suggested that you were too pessimistic? — • 
Yes. 

3488. -In connection with that, have you inquired into 
the -new registrations of motor-oars .as an indication of 
-the increase of y-our principal competitor?-— I have. Of 



course, we keep a very close watch on these new registra- 
tions, and I have not made any special inquiries, but I 
know the trend that is going on. 

3489. You have in fact, I think, the figures for registra- 
tions in Great Britain for November of l-ast year as com- 
pared with November of the previous year?— I have, from 
the official Ministry of Transport figures. 

3490. What was the figure for new registrations last 
November? — In Great Britain as a whole, 37,922. 

3491. Which year is that? — That is in November, 1957. 
In November, 1958, it was 47,962. 

3492. That is a percentage increase of 26 per cent.? — 
Yes. 

3493. You have no published figures of new registra- 
tions for London to assist you, I think? — No-t yet. 

3494. At any rate, in recent times? — No. 

3495. The Registration Authority for the County of 
London is the London County Council, is it not? — Yes. 

3496. (Mr. Fay): I am contemplating advising those 

instructing me to reverse the process which has hitherto 
been a one-way process and ask our opponents for some 
information, but we will do that through the proper 
channels. Sir. (To the Witness): Have you also, for 

what it is worth, endeavoured to find out whether there 
has been an increase in the sales of cars on hire purchase 
since the relaxation of the credit restrictions to which you 
referred? — Yes. We have endeavoured to do that through 
the trade, and in particular through a trade publication. 

3497. What trade, the hire-purchase finance trade? — 
The publication is published under the title “ Hire 
Purchase Information ”, and I think the paper is published 
by a company with that name. 

3498. I do not want to burden the Note with too many 
figures, but can you give me the percentage increase, ac- 
cording to that information, in hire-purchase transactions 
in new cars as between last December and the December 
of the previous year? — Between December, 1957, and 
December, 1958, the increase, according to these figures, 
was 89 per cent. 

3499. That is in new cars on hire purchase? — In new 
cars, yes. 

3500. Now a different matter. On page 178 you were 
being cross-examined by my learned friend Sir Milner 
Holland on the traffic receipts last year compared week 
by week with the budget figures. Do you recollect that? 
—Yes, I do. 

3501. It was suggested to you that some useful com- 
parison could be made with the average figure for your 
weekly forecast of traffic receipts. Do you recollect that? — 
I do, the average figure being the average derived from 
taking the total budget and dividing it by 52. 

3502. Do you see any utility at all in using that average 
figure? — As a transport man I see no utility in it. 

3503. One sees in your tables that each week has a 

different forecasted budget receipt attributed to it. Is it 
the experience of yourself and your office over the years 
that each week has different characteristics? — Yes, very 
much so. I believe in 1958 Sir Milner Holland found 
one week that actually corresponded with the average at 
the budget for 1958, but that was purely accidental. Each 
week really stands on its own, and in the preparation of 
our budget it is, of course, so treated. (Sir Milner 
Holland ): The same week in 1959 also corresponded to 

the average. 

3504. (Mr. Fay): My friend points out that the same 

week in the current year’s budget is also almost on 
average? — Yes. 

3505. That would be for the same reason, no doubt? — 
Yes, it is purely accidental. 

3506. Accidentally the characteristics of that week pro- 
duce a figure which is the average, or thereabouts? — Yes. 



236 



BRITISH TRANSPORT COMMISSION (PASSENGER) CHARGES SCHEME 



11 February, 1959] 



Mr. Brian Hugo Harbour 



[Continued 



3507. May I ask you to look at page 170 of the tran- 
script, at Q. 2,223. You were there being asked about the 
gross and net yields from doubling the fares on all-night 
buses. Do you recollect that passage? — I do. 

3508. I dare say I am the only person who was puzzled 
when they read that, but you refer later in that answer to 
the existing revenue being £75,000, and you said that 
bringing it up to the level implied in the Scheme for 
ordinary fares would make it £81,000, and so on. If one 
looks at your tables, Appendix C printed at page 111, 
and Appendix G printed at page 113, were you, when you 
produced that figure of £75,000, amalgamating figures 
shown in two separate tables? — Not when I was produc- 
ing that figure of £75,000. The £75,000 I was quoting in 
answer to Sir Milner Holland’s question was the total 
estimated receipts on all-night services at existing charges, 
but when I referred to the £81,000, that is a combination 
of the figures shown in BH 15, Appendices C and G. 

3509. Appendix C so far as it is ordinary ticket rates, 
and Appendix G so far as it is early morning? — Exactly. 
You will see they are shown as £67,000 in Appendix C and 
£14,000 in Appendix G. 

3510. That adds up to 81,000? — That is so ; and the 
two discounted yields, £41,000 in Appendix C and £9,000 
in Appendix G, add up to £50,000. 

3511. So long as one appreciates that the origin is in 
two of your tables and not one, all is clear. In point of 
fact, early morning fares are issued on and after 3 o’clock 
are they not? — 3 a.m., yes. 

3512. So anyone travelling on your all-night service at 
or after that time will automatically get an early morning 
ticket? — At present, yes. 

3513. One final matter, not a very important one: 
When you gave your evidence-in-chief you mentioned, and 
put in an Exhibit showing, the Provincial Authorities which 
had withdrawn or reduced their early morning fare con- 
cessions, with the assistance of, or at the instigation of, the 
local Traffic Commissioners? — Yes. 

3514. My learned friend Sir Milner Holland was asking 
you about those matters at page 167 at Question 2152 and 
subsequently. In response to a request from the London 
County Council during the adjournment since the first 
part of this Inquiry, did you supply the information re- 
garding the municipal undertakings which is printed at 
page 1117? — Yes. 



3515. So that in your original Exhibit we have a list of 
the undertakings which have withdrawn early morning 
tickets. That is right, is it not? — Yes, that is BH 13. 

3516. In what is called Exhibit D on page 117 you have, 
I think, all the information which could conceivably be 
available with one exception. You set out the number 
of replies received to the Questionnaire sent to the 
Municipal undertakings, which was 96? — Yes. 

3517. Fifty-three undertakings do not now operate work- 
people’s fares? — Yes. 

3518. Of those, seven never operated the fares? — Yes. 

3519. Two abolished them many years ago? — Yes. 

3520. Forty-four have abolished them, and they appear 
in your original Exhibit? — That is between 1949 and 
March, 1958. 

3521. That leaves a balance of 43 which are still operat- 
ing? — Yes. 

3522. You say two have partially abolished them? — 
Yes. 

3523. Thirty have increased them in greater proportion 
than ordinary fares? — Yes. 

3524. Subtracting those 32 from the 43, that leaves 11 
which are still operating workpeople’s fares without any 
abatement? — Yes. 

3525. lust so that no one shall have any cause for com- 
plaint, will you give the names of those 1 1 Authorities, and 
then we shall have the names, somewhere in this transcript, 
of every one of the 93 people who answered the Ques- 
tionnaire? — The 11 Local Authorities are as follows: Col- 
chester, Darwin, Douglas in the Isle of Man, Exeter, Great 
Yarmouth, Lowestoft, Southampton, Ashton-under-Lyne, 
St. Helens, Rochdale and the Teeside Rail-less Traction 
Board — that is a joint undertaking. 

3526. Southampton, Rochdale and St. Helens are, no 
doubt, sizable places? — Oh, yes, they are. 

3527. Do you know how many of these undertakings 
have 100 or more vehicles? — Yes, there are only three, 
according to the best of my information, that have 100 or 
more vehicles, Rochdale, St. Helens and Southampton. 

3528. The others are smaller undertakings? — They are 
smaller undertakings, yes. 

{Mr. Fay ) : That is all I wish to ask, Sir. I do not know 
whether the Tribunal has any question at this point? 

{President) : No, not at the moment. 



{The witness withdrew.) 
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3529. Mr. James, some questions were put this after- 
noon to Mr. Winchester about what would be shown in 
the books of London Transport in the future if it were 
possible to obtain a surplus in respect of Maintenance 
Reserve? — Yes. 

3530. Will there be any difficulties about that process 
that you can see? — None whatever. I said earlier on in 
the proceedings that it would be done, and there is no 
difficulty whatsoever about it. 

3531. Are the internal accounts of London Transport 
audited? — They are ; they are audited on behalf of the 
Commission. 

3532. By independent auditors? — By independent 

auditors. 

3533. {President) : Auditors other than the Commis- 
sion’s two sets of auditors, you mean? — Yes. They are 
audited by Deloitte, Pender, Griffith & Coy. and Thomson 
McLintock & Coy. 

3534. {Mr. Fay) : Passing from that, I think you were 
requested by the learned President to put on a piece of 
paper some figures showing how you arrive at the addi- 
tional finance needed in the next few years? — Yes. It 
was on the Ninth Day at page 205 at the foot of the 
page where the President asked me to give some details of 
figures I quoted earlier in my evidence-in-chief. 

3535. It is the last paragraph but one in column 2. 
Have you now the piece of paper there referred to?— 
I have. 



{Mr. Fay) : I do not know whether you would like this 
made an Exhibit, Sir? 

{President) : Are you going to ask any questions about 
it? 

{Mr. Fay) : No, Sir. 

{President) : The Objectors are entitled to demand that 
it be given to me or put upon the Note, or, at any rate, 
placed in their hands. 

{Mr. Fay) \ I think it is self-explanatory. I do not know 
whether anybody wants it printed. 

{President) : If anyone would prefer it to be printed, 
it shall be printed, and they may brood over the questions 
whether they want it printed until tomorrow. 

{Sir Milner Holland) : I am told that the London County 
Council would like it printed for future reference, Sir. 

3536. {Mr. Fay): Then it will be PJ 15, Sir. {To the 
Witness): Mr. James, you were cross-examined in some 
detail on our old friend the specific approach? — Yes. 

3537. There is only one matter arising out of that on 
which I would like you to assist the Tribunal further. 
It was suggested that in an undertaking such as London 
Transport or the Transport Commission, having Loan 
Capital only, there was, by virtue of the fact that the 
capital was Loan Capital and not Share Capital, no 
need to provide for replacement at current price levels. 
You recollect the suggestion? — Yes. 

3538. Do you wish to add anything to what you then 
said on that matter? — I think not, except to emphasise 
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this: point, that the main purpose of this undertaking 
is to provide transport services for the public of London 
and we must assume, as I said the day before yesterday, 
that the undertaking is going to continue in perpetuity, 
and we must assume that out of the revenues of the under- 
taking we shall set aside sufficient moneys to keep that 
undertaking in a fit operational condition, that is to 
enable us to replace the assets which are used up in the 
business when the time comes to replace them. That 
means, of course, that during the period we are using 
the assets the public will have to make an adequate provi- 
sion towards their replacement. It means the public 
of today will make sure that they leave for the public of 
tomorrow an effective and efficient undertaking. If 
inadequate provision is made for replacement at the 
present time, then the public of today are consuming the 
substance of the undertaking and leaving a liability to 
the public of tomorrow which, in my view, it is quite 
improper to leave. 

3539. ( President ): Mr. James, I do not understand the 
distinction between the public of today and the public 
of tomorrow any more than I understand the distinction 
between the generation of today and the generation of 
some other time. There is no such thing as a “ public 
of today ”, is there? — I think that is implicit in the 
suggestion that all the present users of transport need 
do is provide for the replacement of the money capital 
invested in the undertaking. 

3540. I am only concerned in looking behind an 
abstract term at reality. Of course, in a sense the public 
of today, Wednesday, will differ from the public of 
tomorrow, Thursday, because, at the risk of introducing 
a melancholy note, some of the people who are travelling 
today will be dead tomorrow and some of the people 
who are non-travellers today will be sufficiently alive to 
take the journey tomorrow ; but except in that sense there 
is no real distinction between the public of today and the 
public of tomorrow ; it is always changing? — It is always 
changing, Sir, but in the course of this Inquiry we have 
ranged over the whole field from 1948 to 1958, and 
between 1948 and 1958 certain of the assets which were 
in use in 1948 have had to be replaced. It is my con- 
tention that those people who were using the assets in 
1948 ought to have made a proper provision to replace 
the real capital which was consumed so that the users 
in 1958 did not have to find more money still to get the 
same facilities as they had in 1948. That is the distinction 
in my mind. 

3541. I understand the contention. I am only interested 
in expressing my dissent from, the point of view tfiat 
one can say the public of today has one interest and the 
public of tomorrow will have another. Everything over- 
laps. It is really a point in favour of your contention 
if you think it over? — I agree that everything overlaps 
and you must constantly, day by day, if you like month 
by month, put back into the undertaking the substance 
you have consumed. That is the argument. 

(Mr. Fay ) : Let us pass from this question of termino- 
logy on to a matter of more substance 

( President ): I did not mean my remarks to be inter- 
preted as merely quarrelling with terminology. As I 
understood some of the cross-examination of Mr. James, 
the point taken was that the public of today ought not to 
be asked to assist in providing services for the public 
of tomorrow, as though they were two different entities. 

(Mr. Fay) : I think “ tomorrow ” is used bn both sides 
of this Great Divide in a metaphorical sense. When I 
say “ tomorrow ” I am thinking of a future generation, 
those who will have to pay after the replacement is 
completed. 

( President ) : There is no such thing as a future genera- 
tion, unless you are thinking of the year 2050 when you ‘ 
may say everyone will be “ a future generation ” because 
all the people how living will be dead. 

(Mr. Fay): One has to address one’s mind to the fact 
that however there may be overlaps between the travellers 
of today and the travellers of twenty or twenty-five years’ 
time— and I hope most of us fall into both categories — 
nevertheless the composition of the travelling public, by 
and large, will be different, and it is that contribution to 
be exacted from the future that Mr.' James and I have 
been trying to contrast. 
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( President ) : As I say, I am meaning to indicate a 
point which is meant to be in your favour. 

3542. (Mr. Fay) : I am happy to adopt terminology 
which will not lose any of my ideals in translation. {To 
the Witness) : May I turn to another matter, Mr. James? 
It is evident from the WHL tables which were put to 
you that there is to be considerable discussion of the 
problems of equalised maintenance and renewals? — Yes. 

3543. And its history in connection with these Inquiries? 
— Yes, the history of the present arrangement and of its 
predecessor going back to 1948. 

3544. It is difficult, if one looks at past transcripts, to 
obtain a clear picture of the historical stages according 
to which those matters have been dealt with by London 
Transport, and at the risk of taking up a little time I 
would like to ask you if you would be good enough to 
put the matter in strict chronologioal order and tell the 
Tribunal what has been the position at different periods. 
Can you do it fairly briefly? 

{President) : No, he cannot. 

{The Witness): I am inclined to agree with the Presi- 
dent’s remark. This matter has been discussed at length 
in every Inquiry from, I think, 1950 onwards and, while 
I am quite certain that the matter is perfectly clear in 
the mind of the Tribunal, I am jjot sure that that clarity 
is shared by everyone concerned in this case. 

3545. {Mr. Fay) : You can include me in that?— I think 
if you are going to try to put this whole matter on a 
factual basis you have got to go even further into the 
past than we have been in this Inquiry, and you have 
got to go back to 1938-39 to the Accounts of the London 
Passenger Transport Board. 

{President) : That is a very rare document, but I think 
we have one. 

{The Witness): You have to go back to those Accounts 
because that is where you get the first foundation of the 
whole of this subsequent structure. In the Accounts of 
the London Passenger Transport Board there was what 
was called a Provision for Renewal, which was, in fact, 
a provision for depreciation for a much wider range of 
assets than are covered by depreciation at the present time, 
together with a Provision for Obsolescence and other 
factors. That part of the provision which was set aside 
for obsolescence and other factors was designed to cover 
three things : first, the risk that assets for which deprecia- 
tion was set aside would not live so long as had been 
assumed in calculating the depreciation provision ; 
secondly, to take care of charges arising out of the dis- 
placement of non-depreciated assets, that is to say such 
things as buildings and structures ; and, thirdly, to equalise 
major alteration expenditure incurred in connection with 
the replacement programmes. The next step is the Railway 
Control Agreement 

3546. {Mr. Fay): Was there also an Equalisation 
Account at that time? — There was. There was a small 
Equalisation Account known as Maintenance Reserve 
which was designed to equalise certain kinds of main- 
tenance expenditure not falling into the ordinary course 
of day to day maintenance. It was a small thing, but it 
was there. 

3547. That is the pre-war position. As we know, the 
undertaking was controlled by the Government during 
the war with various consequences, inter alia, to this 
aspect of its finance? — Yes. 

3548. Would you indicate what those consequences 
were? — The period of Government control is the start of 
the standardised charge for maintenance. Under the 
Railway Control Agreement each of the controlled under- 
takings— and that includes London Transport— is entitled 
to charge to the Railway Control Account in every .year 
a standard charge for maintenance and depreciation which 
consists of the amounts spent or set aside for repairs, 
depreciation and renewals in the past year — which in the 
case of London Transport was the year ended 30th June, 
1939— adjusted to take account of variations in the volume 
of assets in service, to take account of changes in price 
levels and to provide for the lift of the arrears of main- 
tenance which had developed in earlier years up to the 
price level of the current year. That standard maintenance 
charge was received by the London Passenger Transport 
Board for every year during Government control and it 
was applied in this way: first, in meeting actual repair 
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expenditure ; secondly, in providing a provision for 
renewal on the same basis as in the pre-war years ; thirdly, 
in providing a small amount of money for the maintenance 
reserve, and, fourthly, as to the unappropriated balance, 
carried forward in the Balance Sheet under the heading 
“ Unappropriated balance of maintenance allowance 
That went on throughout the period of Government 
control, and at the end of Government control the un- 
appropriated balance was the £25m. we have been talking 
about earlier in these proceedings. 

3549. It was, in fact, £25-2m., was it not?— It was. 
yes. 

3550. Can you split that figure? — It is very difficult to 
do that because it does involve taking apart the 
standard maintenance calculations which were made 
during the period of Government control, but a split was 
made in 1953 and I think it is still valid. We said of 
the £25m., £16m. relates to provision for depreciation and 
renewal, and £9m. relates to repairs. 

3551. Was that the origin of the Trust Fund?— That 
was not quite the origin of the Trust Fund. The Trust 
Fund originated from the standard maintenance charge 
under the Railway Control Agreement. Insofar as that 
charge was not spent, as distinct from appropriated when 
dealing with the unappropriated charges, the unspent 
amount was paid into the Trust Fund and held under 
Trustees appointed by the London Passenger Transport 
Board and by the Government for retransfer to the 
London Passenger Transport Board at the end of Gov- 
ernment control. That Fund was the £40'2m. 
we were talking about when we were discussing 
the WHL series of statements. That £40-2m. never 
came back to the London Passenger Transport 
Board because it passed to the British Transport Com- 
mission as part of the assets it acquired at 1st January, 
1948. 

3552. It was still in existence as a Trust on Vesting 
Date? — Yes, it was. It was not wound up until some- 
time in the early part of 1948. 

3553. Now we come down to the birth of the Transport 
Commission. What was the nature of the maintenance 
equalisation arrangements after Vesting Date? — There we 
were dealing with a position where, when the Commission 
took over at 1st January, 1948, there were large accumu- 
lated wartime arrears of repairs and renewal. As from 
1st January, 1948, a standard maintenance charge was 
made to revenue by the London Transport Executive in 
each of the years from 1948 to 1953. The maintenance 
charge was based on the wartime formula but it was 
not so extensive as the wartime formula. It related 
only to repairs of all kinds of assets and to renewals 
of non-depreciated assets and it did not take account 
of depreciation provisions as the wartime formula had 
done. In each year from 1948 to 1953, if the actual 
expenditure on repairs and renewals of non-depreciated 
assets was less than the amount of the standard charge, 
the difference was carried to the Abnormal Maintenance 
Account in the Commissions’ books. If the expenditure 
exceeded the standard charge, the difference was drawn 
out of the Abnormal Maintenance Account, and oyer 
those years from 1948 to 1953 London Transport took 
£T5m. out of the Abnormal Maintenance Account. That 
can be seen in Exhibit WHL 7, on page 197 of the tran- 
script, as the difference between the amount debited to 
the provision, shown in the last column but one, £5-8m., 
and the amount credited to the provision of £4Tm. 
appearing lower down the column. The difference between 
those figures is £T7m. I said just now £T6m., but you 
will remember that in the course of cross-examination 
I made certain corrections to the figures which had been 
put in, and £l-6m. was the net of the corrected figures. 
That £T6m. consists of £2-9m. drawn out in respect of 
excess repairs over the standard charge, and £T4m. paid 
into the Abnormal Maintenance Account in respect of 
renewals of non-depreciated assets. That takes the story 
up to the end of 1953. 

3554. Then, as we know, there was a change to what 
has been called the equalisation basis? — Yes. 

3555. I do not know whether that is a correct descrip- 
tion? — Yes, it is a correct description. 

3556. It is, perhaps, only a partial one?— Yes, it is only 
a partial one because it only relates nowadays to the 
renewal of non-depreciated assets with the sole exception 



of bus rolling stock, about which I talked a little a few 
days ago. From 1954 the annual equalisation relates to 
renewals of non-depreciated assets, but we are still draw- 
ing out of a credit balance which existed at the end 
of 1953 certain sums of money for the relief of main- 
tenance expenditure on bus and coach rolling stock. In 
the fours years 1954 to 1957 London Transport has 
paid into the provision account a net figure of £l-2m., 
which is the figure which appears at the foot of the 
1954-57 column on Exhibit WHL 1 as £lm. corrected 
to take account of subsequent revisions of the figures. 
That £l-2m. consists of £l-6m. drawn out of the fund 
in respect of bus and trolley-bus repairs, and £2- 8m. 
paid into the fund in respect of equalisation of renewal 
expenditure. 

3557. The bus and trolley-bus repairs are shown in the 
exhibit as £T2m. ; there is no entry for 1957 in that 
exhibit? — It appears right at the bottom of the page ; 
there -is minus £0-4m., described in this table as relating 
to land and buildings assets, but as I pointed out to Mr. 
MacKenna, that was wrongly described. 

3558. It should be added to that £L2m. to arrive at 
the withdrawals? — Yes. 

3559. That is your £1 -6m. ? — Yes. 

3560. ( President ) : That ought to appear in the top half 

of the table. Instead of being £T185 ?— I think the 

difficulty in making up this table was the fact that the bus 
overhaul reserve was transferred out of the Equalisation 
Account by the Commission in 1956 and I think Mr. 
Lawson was in some difficulty in drawing the table up ; 
that is why it appears at the bottom. 

3561. {Mr. Fay): You are not criticising the table, but 
it is the same provision? — Yes. 

3562. I think it comes out of a differently named account 
in the Commission’s accounts now? — Yes. In the 1956 
Accounts it is made clear that it is transferred out of 
Equalisation Account into creditors to take care of this 
bus overhaul ; it is, a different name, but the same fund. 

3563. That has brought the story down to the present 
time? — Yes ; to bring it down to the present time we want 
to add the figures for 1958. In 1958 we shall draw £0-3m. 
out of the fund in respect of bus overhauls, and y/.e shall 
credit the fund with £0-2m. in respect of renewals 
equalisation, a net drawing out of the fund of £01 m. 
That is what I was discussing with Mr. MacKenna on 
Monday afternoon. To summarise the story, therefore, 
from the years 1948 to 1958 we find that over that period 
we have drawn out of the abnormal maintenance fund 
or its successor £4-8m. in respect of repairs, and that we 
have paid into the fund £4-4m. in respect of renewals. 
That takes the position up to date. 

3564. Could we briefly glance ahead, first of all to the 
bus, overhaul provision. Will that come to an end?— 
Yes. There is £0:6m. left in the fund -in respect of that, 
and that will come out to the credit of revenue account 
in 1959 and I960, and that will be the end of that pro- 
vision. On the renewals side, largely as a result of the 
major capital programmes we have in hand, we shall be 
charging to the fund to the renewals equalisation account 
in the years 1959 to 1963 a net sum of £3-4m. against 
the £44m. that we have paid in in 1948 to 1958. So that 
by the end of 1963 we shall have largely absorbed back 
into revenue account the apiounts which have been paid 
info the equalisation account since the beginning of the 
year 1948 ; in other words, the equalisation account will 
be doing its job. 

3565. That takes you up to 1963 ; what do you 
anticipate, if you dare lo.ok so far ahead, is likely to 
happen after that? Is the see-saw going to reverse itself? 
— It is very difficult to say, but there is a great deal of 
work in prospect which is likely to result in' net charges 
to the renewals equalisation fund. If we carry out the 
construction of the Victoria line, about which the President 
was questioning me earlier in the proceedings, there will 
be still larger charges, but even if we do not’ build that 
line, it looks to me as if our expenditure on renewals for 
a few years after 1963 will exceed the equalised charge 
for renewals. It is exceedingly difficult to forecast the 
position, but that is the way it looks at the present time. 

3566. I do not know whether you would like to sum 
up those figures briefly?— I can sum them up very briefly 
in this way: I said just now that for the years 1948 to 
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1958 we should draw £4'8m. out of the fund for repairs, 
and we should pay £4-4m. into the fund for renewals in 

1959 to 1963. Again repeating what I have just said, 
we shall draw out £0-6m. for repairs — that is the end of 
the bus overhaul equalisation account ; we shall draw out 
£3 4m. for renewals, and if we look at the whole period 
from 1948 to 1963 as I see it at the moment, we shall draw 
out £5-4m. in all for repairs and pay in £10m. for 
renewals. Those figures are wholly factual, except the 
forecast for 1959 to 1963. 

3567. That is all I have to ask you, Mr. James, but I 
am told there is one answer which you read in the tran- 
script with some alarm, and that you would like to 
correct; it is at the bottom of page 211? — Yes. 

3568. It is the last question, Question 2952; you 
answered, I fancy, in accordance with the spirit rather 
than the letter of the question? — Yes. The implication 
of the first word in that answer, the word “ Yes ”, is 
that I am expecting another bus strike. I do not think 
anybody understood me to say that, and I certainly do 
not expect it. The spirit of the answer is indicated in 
the latter part of it, but I would not like to go on record 



as having said that I expected another bus strike at any 
minute. 

(Mr. Fay) : Thank you, Mr. James. I do not know 
whether the Tribunal has anything to ask this Witness 
at this stage, Sir? 

( President ) : Not at this stage, Mr. Fay. 

(Mr. Fay) : Then we have reached the half-way mark ; 
the Commission’s case is closed. 

(. President ) : I hope it is more than half-way ! 

(Sir Milner Holland) : As I have already indicated, Sir, 
I am not proposing to make a speech before calling my 
evidence. Mr. Hill is here, and I am going to ask Mr. 
MacLaren to call him, if that is convenient to you. I do 
not know what consequences there will be on the future 
time-table, having regard to Mr. Fay’s decision, or elec- 
tion, not to cross-examine the witnesses for the Objectors 
at once, but we shall see. 

( President ) : Yes ; I imagine a little depends upon Mr. 
Lawson’s health. 

(Sir Milner Holland) : Yes, Sir. 



Mr. Stanley William Hill, sworn. 
Examined by Mr. MacLaren. 



3569. Is your full name Stanley William Hill? — Yes. 

3570. Are you a partner in the firm of Arthur Collins 
& Co., in practice at Westminster and Newport? — Yes. 

3571. Are they financial advisers to Local and Public 
Authorities and Public Utility Undertakings? — Yes. 

3572. Have you had 25 years’ experience? — Yes. 

3573. Are you a Member of the Institute of Municipal 
Treasurers and Accountants and a Chartered Municipal 
Treasurer? — Yes. 

3574. I think you have appeared as a Witness before 
this Tribunal on many occasions from 1950 to 1955? — 
Yes. 

3575. ( President ) : And in 1957, did you not?— No, 
Sir ; I was present, but I do not think I appeared as a 
Witness in 1957. 

3576. I had a note that an opinion of yours was 
expressed at that Inquiry ; perhaps it was not expressed 
through your own mouth? — I think that may be the case, 
Sir ; I am not quite certain. 

3577. (Mr. MacLaren) : Is it right that you advised the 
London County Council both in the 1956 and the 1957 
proceedings ? — Y es. 

3578. I think your evidence on this occasion is to be 
restricted exclusively to matters arising in the London 
Transport special area? — Yes, entirely. 

3579. If I may run over the headings with which you 
are proposing to deal, you propose to deal first of all 
with the relationship of fares and prices and wages? — 
Yes. 

3580. Then with an estimate of total receipts of London 
Transport Executive for 1959? — Yes. 

3581. Then with the estimate of Central Charges attri- 
butable to services on London Transport Executive? — Yes. 

3582. Then with the deficits of London Transport 
Executive since 1948? — -Yes. 

3583. Then with the provision for reserves in London, 
both replacement and general reserves? — Yes. 

3584. Then with the estimate of London Lines costs? — 
Yes. 

3585. And then with the contribution of London Lines 
to the British Transport Commission’s Central Fund?— 
Yes. 

3586. First would you look at your table SWH 3, which 
appears at Day 9, page 219 of the transcript. Could you 
tell us first of all what the purpose of that table is, as a 
whole?— It is just to show the facts as to the relationship, 
or the comparison, between the fares that now obtain in 
relation to those that obtained at the beginning of the 
post-war period, and to compare that with the changes in 
money values as shown in two generally accepted indices. 
It is no more than that ; it does not form a part of any 
calculations or anything like that, that are later put 
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forward, but I think it does show the situation that must 
be of concern — well, to everyone who is concerned in 
these matters. 

The rise over the period from 1947 or 1948 to the 
present day is a very large one ; I think it is larger than 
has been experienced anywhere else in road fares, and 
the fact that the rise is significantly more than the fall in 
value of money must, I think, be a point of some real 
importance. 

I grant that one can present different facts on these 
sorts of exercises according to when one takes the base, 
and it is quite true, as Mr. Harbour has shown in the 
table which was put in this afternoon, that if one goes 
back 20 years one gets a different presentation of the 
relevant rises of one and the other. It seems to me that 
an exercise based on the beginning of the post-war period 
is a very, very much more relevant one than one that has 
regard to pre-war conditions which were different in so 
many respects ; and it is not that 1947 was a time when 
transport in London was not paying its way, because it 
was paying its way quite well. 

3587. To take this very shortly, I think you wish to draw 
attention to the end result ; that is that the rise in the index 
of retail prices from 1947 to 1958 is 68 per cent.? — Yes. 

3588. The rise in the index of weekly wage rates in the 
same period is 81 per cent.? — Yes. 

3589. And then when we take the average receipt per 

passenger mile on the London Transport Executive services 
on the present fares now being charged, the rise is 74 per 
cent. ? — -No ; it is 77 per cent, on present fares. 

3590. And what is it on the proposed fares? — 97 per 
cent. ; that is road. 

3591. And on rail it is: 95 per cent, and 122 per cent.? 
— That is true. 

3592. And if the two are combined together, the present 
fares are 83 per cent, above the 1947 level, and the pro- 
posed fares are 105 per cent, above? — Yes. In one case 
the figures in the centre part of the table are related to the 
fares stated there to be for 1947, but they were also the 
1948 fares ; there is no real difference in treatment between 
that and the average fares put at the bottom. I have used 
the figures of average receipt per passenger mile, and 1 
have noted that Mr. Harbour introduced in his table this 
afternoon “ average charge ”. “ Average receipt ” was the 
only one that was published, and quite frankly, I do not 
know what “ average charge per passenger mile ” means, 
but I note that the differences are quite small. 

3593. Mr. James, commenting on this table, said accord- 
ing to my note: “ We started at too low a figure in 1947 ”? 
— I do not know what he had in mind there, but first of 
all the fares in 1947 certainly met all the expenses of the 
Transport Board, including its capital charges, and those 
same fares in 1948 certainly produced a surplus on the 
London Transport Executive operations after Central 
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Charges ; so I cannot see that 1947 or 1948 is a bad base 
on which to make a test of this kind. 

3594. In fact, I think we see from your table SWH 5, 
in the bottom part of the table on line 19, that the surplus 
over working expenses is shown as £7-3m. for that year? — 
Yes ; that is before Central Charges. 

3595. But on any view of Central Charges, they would 
be substantially less than that? — Yes, for these reasons : 
I should have thought that any general presentation of 
this kind is a good one, if based on 1947 or 1948. 

3596. .It would be quite wrong to say that the figures 
being charged in 1948 were insufficient for the purposes of 
London Transport Executive? — Quite wrong. Admittedly, 
of course, traffics were very buoyant just after the war. 

3597. I think now you want to deal with the London 
Transport Executive receipts? — That is so. 

3598. I think we start with Exhibit PJ 11, on page 29 
of the First Day. Those are the only figures given for 
traffic receipts, I think? — I think that is so. 

3599. And you wish to call attention to the first line 
before you go on? — Yes, just to get a sort of average. 
The estimated passenger receipts for 1959 were £78-3m. 

3600. They compare with £82-5m. actual in 1957, do 
they not? — Yes. 

3601. Just to pause there, it is quite evident, is it not, 
that the expectation in 1959 is for a very substantial fall 
in traffic? — A very substantial fall, yes. 

3602. I think it is PJ 12 that actually shows how that 
budget figure is produced ; is that right? — Yes, by the 
usual process of plus and minus adjustments. 

3603. What have you to say about that table as a 
whole? — There is nothing in it that strikes me as either 
surprising or wrong, except the one large adjustment in 
respect of the allowance for decline and the effects, 
meaning presumably the permanent after-effects of the 
strike, namely, the large figure of minus £3 -6m. in the 
last column of Exhibit PJ 12, line 16. 

3604. And it is of that one figure that you would like 
to speak? — I would like to make some observation about 
it, though I am not in a position, and I do not think 
anyone can be, to say precisely what one thinks an 
alternative figure should be. It has been put forward 
as an allowance as compared with the 1958 budget ; an 
allowance for the combined effects of downward trend — 
that is continuing downward trend — and plus the after- 
effects of the bus strike, meaning (and I think I must be 
right here) the permanent after-effects of the bus strike. 
It is an allowance in total, which is certainly very large 
in relation to the sum total of the receipts, and bigger 
than any adjustment we have had before us, I think, on 
any Inquiry into any charges scheme in the past. 

It is a combined figure purporting to cover downward 
trend ; that is to say, if such further reduction in the 
volume of traffics takes place in 1959, over and above 
what is deemed to have taken place in 1958, plus the 
permanent effects of the bus strike. It seems to me to 
be particularly high for a series of reasons : Whereas one 
cannot assess statistically the after-effects of the bus strike, 
one can assess the other element within acceptable limits, 
namely, the effect of downward trend. One cannot do 
better, in tackling that aspect, than seek to measure what 
has been the downward trend over the relatively short 
period of three or four years. It is no good looking at 
ten years ; it is no good looking at two years, so I think 
one has to take three or four years, or something like 
that to see the influence at work. 

It is quite impossible statistically to separate what is 
downward trend by reason of people just falling away 
or changing their methods of travel, from people who 
leave the public transport because of increased fares ; 
the discounts allowed in the various exhibits put forward 
for various charging schemes, and you cannot separate 
the two. One can only proceed on the assumption that 
the discounts that have been allowed in the past, taking 
one with another, are about right. I have produced two 
quite short tables that are exercises along those lines. 

3605. Yes, and I think your tables SWH 1 and SWH 2 
appear at page 198 of the transcript, the last page of 
Day 8?— I think they do, yes. 



3606. Perhaps we could look at Table SWH 1 first? — 
Yes. This is an attempt to measure the trend of decline 
over a period of three years to 1957. 

3607. You start with the actual receipts in 1954? — Yes. 

3608. That is £70Tm.?— Yes. 

3609. Then you make allowance for the subsequent 
increase in fares? — That is so, because in 1956 to 1957 
we are dealing with different levels of fares, so one 
must make the appropriate adjustment to bring one into 
comparison with the other. 

3610. It is right, is it not, that you have taken in each 
case the full year’s effect of the fares as estimated at the 
time of the Inquiry? — That is so, subject to the particular 
adjustments that are shown in the table. First of all, in 
relation to the 1954 scheme increase, some part of those 
increases were in effect in the base figure of £70Tm. for 
1954, so I took out that part which was effective in that 
year so as to leave a balance to bring into adjustment 
those figures and figures which appear in earlier exhibits. 

Then one gets the effect of the 1955 and 1956 Schemes, 
the increase in sub-standard fares, and then the 1957 
Scheme. For all those changes it had been estimated that 
the net effect after allowing for the discounts would be 
to increase receipts by £14- 6m. One thereby gets a figure 
in terms of current fares — at least, current in 1957— -of 
£84- 7 m. 

One can then take the actual receipts for 1957 and make 
appropiate adjustments to that again, adjustments that 
are evident in the exhibits, arriving at an adjusted figure 
of £83m., which can be directly compared then with the 
£84-7m. There is a decrease in £l-7m. over the three 
years, or shall we say an average of £0-6m. per anum. 

3611. ( President ): So all the figures in (a), ( b ), (c), (d), 

(e), which in the aggregate amount to £14-6m„ are based 
on the assumption that the estimates put forward at 
those various Inquiries were fully and exactly confirmed 
by the events when that happened? — Absolutely, Sir, be- 
cause, there being no statistical method 

3612. No ; I quite agree? — What I would have liked to 
do here would have been to produce a dozen such tests 
and see what kind of picture a dozen tests threw out. No 
one test can be absolutely right, but unfortunately the data 
is not available, and it just could not be done, so I have 
produced two. 

3613. (Mr. MacLaren ): The next test is simpler, except 
that you have compared the actual receipts in 1954 with 
the budget for 1958? — Yes. Here it is impossible to com- 
pare it with the actual receipts for 1958 because of the 
strike, so one can only bring it up to the budget. 

3614. I think the steps in the reasoning as set out in 
the table are the same, are they not? — Yes. Many of the 
factors are, of course, common, and if there is any 
serious defect, or serious error, in the estimates put for- 
ward about discounts by the Commission in the 1955 or 
1956 Scheme, that defect is translated into both these 
tables. 

3615. ( President ) \ The only different in the calcu- 

lations is the new knowledge about the increase in sub- 
standard fares in 1958, shown as an item under (/) of 
£0Tm.? — Not only that 

3616. That is why £14-6m. in the table on the left be- 
comes £14-7m. in the table on the right? — Yes, up to that 
level. 

3617. The others are exactly the same? — Yes. 

3618. (Mr. MacLaren) : Then you take a budget for 
1 958 ; you add for the increase in sub-standard fares and 
add for the acknowledged under-estimate in budgeting, 
about which evidence was given in this hearing. That is 
£0-2m., giving £82-4m.? — Yes. 

3619/Showing a decline in the four years, measured in 
this manner, of £2-4m.? — Yes. 

3620. And again an average annual decline of £06m.? 
— Yes, figures which are not out of keeping with decline 
figures which have been mentioned at some of the 
Inquiries. I think in one case it was assessed at £0’7m. 
a year, and on another occasion at £Tlm., which I per- 
sonally never accepted ; I thought it was an over-estimate. 
Quite frankly, I forget the figure that was mentioned on 
yet a third occasion. 
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3621. Just to speak of the assumption that you have 
made, you have made the assumption for the reasons you 
have explained, that the discounts allowed on various 
increases in fares — that is to say, the loss of traffic 
through fares increases as distinct from the ordinary 
trend — were truly calculated in these various hearings. 
I think it is also right, is it not, that in this Inquiry 
exactly the same exercise is being done by the London 
Transport Executive ; again there are discounts for fares 
increases? — Yes. Of course, it is an exercise that has 
to be repeated on each occasion ; the only difference here 
— and I do not want to introduce it at this stage — is 
that it is a much sharper allowance for discounts. 

3622. So that you have compared your £0'6m. per 
annum for this item of trend with the figure given by 
Mr. Harbour, which I think was £l-52m.? — Yes. 

3623. In circumstances when the allowance of the 
passenger receipts to fares increases is also much sharper? 
— Yes. If it were right that the discounts, as measuring 
the reaction to the past increases in fares, were in fact 
greater than had been estimated, then less damage has 
been done by normal downward trend, and of course 
the contrary applies. 

3624. If we start with a downward trend in these years 
down to 1958 of £0-6m., what is your view of the down- 
ward trend moving down into 1959? — I cannot think that 
the downward trend would be altered to any marked 
extent. The same sort of factors, whatever they be, must 
be at work, and some factors might strengthen and others 
might relax a little. Whatever factors there are that are 
bringing about a downward trend — and it is not peculiar 
to London ; one has met this all over the country — one 
may shorten, the other may lessen, and so on, as I say, 
but they are not likely, in my opinion, to accelerate or 
decelerate to any marked extent. Taking 1959 in relation 
to 1958, 1958 in relation to 1957, and so on, you would 
not expect them to be precisely the same, but you would 
expect them to be of the same order. One might get 
a sudden fillip by fiscal changes or by the relief of hire- 
purchase, but it is only one factor, and I cannot think 
it would have any effect in relation to a figure of £0-6m. 
or £0'7m. annual decline. Some factors must be exhaust- 
ing themselves ; for instance, the television factor must 
be exhausting itself by such a large section of the popu- 
lation having television sets, but the number of new cars 
which are registered may be accelerated, and so on. 

3625. Your expectation of the true figure to carry 
forward in 1959 is that it should be of the same order as 
the £0-6m.?— - Yes, of the same order — not thoroughly out 
of line with it, but of the same order. 

3626. If this view of yours is right, then the allowance 
of £3-6m. for 1959 against the budget of 1958 is as to 
something of the order of £0'6m. for trend and something 
of the order of £3-0m. for the strike? — The permanent 
after effects of the strike. That is a very large figure. 
I believe, for measuring the permanent after effects of 
the strike ; I think that for a variety of reasons. 

3627. I think, as a matter of arithmetic, it is a matter 
of 3-6 to 3-7 per cent, of the income? — That is true. 

3628. Could you deal with your reasons why you think 

that is a very large figure for the permanent after effects 
of the strike? 1 think you are laying accent to the word 
“ permanent ”, are you not? — Yes. The first effect — well, 
it was a loss of revenue, and it does not come into the 
picture at all. With regard to the hangover effects of 
the strike, I should have expected them to have exhausted 
themselves in a number of months ; they do not really 
come into the picture. In looking at the estimate for a 
future year, they might still be in the 1959 figures to a 
small extent, but certainly we need not be concerned 
with this. It is the permanent loss due to the strike that 
matters here really, and it would seem that this £3-6m. 
must contain a very large allowance for that — possibly the 
best part of £3-0m. As has just been put to me, that is 
about 3| per cent, of the traffic receipts. If one does 
compare the actual receipts in that part of 1958 which was 
after the strike 

3629. Perhaps we should look at that ; it would be 

Exhibit BH 17 (Revised) on the Fifth Day at page 120. 
Could you say to which period you want to draw atten- 
tion? — One has a little choice here, but if one takes 
periods 10 to 12 

87587 



3630. I think that is from the 11th September to 30th 
November ; is that right? — Yes, inclusive. If you take 
that period it will be found that the actual receipts in 
that period fell short of the budgeted receipts in that 
period by about 3-7 per cent. That is just about the 
same percentage as this £3'0m. is to the total annual 
receipts. 

Then one comes up against this : Does the experience 
in the latter part of 1958 give one some measure of 
the permanent effect of the strike? I can believe that 
it does, and for certain reasons I think the experience of 
the latter part of 1958 must show a considerably greater 
decline than that represented by the permanent effect of 
the strike. 

These are the reasons : In the first place it would indeed 
be surprising if the temporary effects of the strike had 
fully exhausted themselves by periods 10, 11 and 12; 
certainly by period 11, and perhaps not so seriously as 
regards period 12. 

My reason for saying that is that in 1957 there was 
the provincial bus strike in July of that year, which had 
a very marked effect indeed on the revenues of all the 
provincial companies. 1 cannot deal with the actual 
figures of all the provincial companies but I can, if need 
be, deal with the figures of quite a large number of them, 
as I have handled the figures at various Fares Inquiries. 

It was the opinion of the operators, and it was sup- 
ported by a whole series of figures presented at Inquiries 
before the Traffic Commissioners, that the temporary 
effects — at least the after effects — of the strike were still 
being reflected in the traffic revenues of November and 
December. 

3631. And I think the strike was in July? — Yes. Many 
operators said that they were still being reflected to a 
considerable extent by January, February and March ; but 
there is no doubt that some had shown a considerable 
recovery by about the end of the year. 

The effects up to September and October were often as 
much as 8 per cent, of the receipts of the provincial 
operators, but then they did recover ; indeed, I was 
interested to see a reference to this in the Report of the 
British Transport Commission. 

3632. I think that is in Volume 1 of the Report for 
1957 at page 72, paragraph 236? — Yes. 

3633. That is the passage you have in mind? — It is 
paragraph 226, about half-way through that paragraph. 
This is referring to the strike in July : “ The loss of 
revenue during and immediately after the strike approached 
£2m.” — this is in relation just to the B.T.C. Companies, 
of course — “ and patronage could only be recovered over 
an extended period and with great difficulty.” 

That describes what is known to be the experience of, 
I think, all the large provincial companies, whether they 
be of this group, whether they be independent or whether 
they be of any other group ; and it is within my know- 
ledge that that recovery in some cases had not been fully 
accomplished by the end of the year, but in some cases 
it had been very substantially accomplished by about 
December. 

But back in September — and indeed in October — it was 
still very bad, so much so as to induce some companies 
to come along with another Fares Application to try and 
rescue themselves from what looked like being a serious 
loss. 

So if anything like the same experience occurred again 
in London (and one cannot say that it would not) as 
occurred in the provinces, one could not expect periods 
10, 11 and 12 to represent anything like a full restoration 
after the strike, so one would expect that there should 
be some temporary hangover effect in those figures. 

The second point is that in August there were con- 
siderable reductions — planned reductions in services, fre- 
quency and the like — and again in November, which 
figures are not allowed for in the budget, but they are 
reflected in the actual results ; so some part of this £3 -7m. 
decline which took place in period 10, 11 and 1 2 was 
just the result of curtailment of services. 

3634. Yes ; I think we have been told that there were 
in fact service cuts in the sense that services were shor- 
tened or eliminated, as well as cuts in frequency and 
matters of that kind? — Yes, I think that is right. 

C 2 
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3635. And I believe, subject to correction, that sub- 
stantial cuts were applied in the week of the 24th August? 
— That is so. 

3636. Where we see in the table that the drop below 
budget suddenly jumps from £44,000 to £99,000? — Yes, 
there is a tremendous drop there. It went up to over 
£100,000 that week, and unless there were any other 
factors at work of which I know nothing, it is obviously 
largely the result of the curtailment of services which 
took place that week. 

3637. Then there is another substantial cut in late 
November and at the beginning of December? — Yes, that 
is so ; that would reflect itself in the figure of minus 87 
against the 30th November. It was only in effect for 
some days of that week and it would reflect itself in that 
large figure of minus 126 on the 7th December. 

( President ) : Why did you say minus 87 ; have you a 
later edition? 

(Mr. MacLaren ) : This is Exhibit BH 17 (Revised), Sir. 

(The Witness) : I am sorry ; I am looking at Exhibit 
BH 17. 

( President ) : It is on Page 120. It does not alter the 
argument, but I thought I had a table all on my own 
when Mr. Hill was giving those figures. 

(Mr. MacLaren) : I am sorry, Sir ; it was my fault. 



(The Witness)-. 30th November was minus 86, and 
7th December was minus 125. I was looking at the 
original BH 17 ; I am sorry. 

Then I must say, although I am not in a position to 
evaluate this, that we have our old friend the weather. 
November of 1958, which is one of the periods there, 
was a month that had 17 days of fog, whereas the 
comparable number of fog days in the same period in 
1957 was four. Whatever was the measure of the loss 
of receipts because of that, it is in these figures, but 
how much it is I cannot say. 

3638. What you are saying is that in the month of 
November, 1958, compared with November, 1957, there 
were 17 days of fog compared with — how many did you 
say in 1957? — -There were four days in November, 1957. 

3639. And that must affect the revenue. Have you the 

daily report there in front of you? — Yes, I have it for 
each of those days in November, although I have not 
got it -for the other months. It is a depressing thing to 
read 

(President) : Then do not let us read it tonight. You 
have a good deal more to ask on trends, Mr. MacLaren? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : Yes, indeed, Sir. 

(President): Very well ; we will not approach that slope 
tonight. We shall take that on Friday at 10.30. 

(Mr. MacLaren) : If you please, Sir. 



(Adjourned until Friday, 13 th February, 1959 at 10.30 a.m.) 



CORRIGENDA 

Proceedings, Seventh Day — Thursday, 5th February, 1959 



Page 158, column 1, Question 1909, line 1 — insert before 
“ That so far . . . ” “ May I read Questions 330, 331 and 
332 on page 51 of the Minutes of Evidence given by Sir 
John Maud and Mr. Ayres, where the Chairman of the 
Select Committee asked these questions : “ Now we have 
one or two rather more specific questions to put to you. 
When you are considering the elements that go to make 
up the pricing of coal, do you allow for depreciation at 
historical cost or at current cost? — Again, to be pedantic, 
we do not do this. It is the Coal Board who present to 
us the results of their calculations, and they do their 
depreciation to the satisfaction of their auditors, I think, 
on the basis of the historical cost. We have often had dis- 
cussions with them, as part of these general conversations, 
as to whether that is the right basis or not, and in fact 
I think both they and we have agreed about the advan- 
tages of increased self-financing so far as that is concerned. 
331. So in effect the question is covered by the point that 
you agree with them that they must go further towards 



self-financing, and when they say that they wish to cover 
not only historical costs but also replacement costs and 
also a surplus, you go with them to that extent? — Well, 
there is the general point that on self-financing I have 
found agreement in discussions between the Board and 
ourselves. On the question of whether at this particular 
point of time you so put up prices as to increase the 
amount of self-financing, that is part of the general ques- 
tion of how much you should at the moment put prices 
up in view of all the circumstances and the state of the 
economy. 332. Then you do not consider it so 
important that they must cover depreciation at current 
costs of replacement — that you would always allow them 
to earn enough to do that? — Certainly not. There is no 
overriding priority for that or for any other one con- 
sideration ”, What I put to you is, allowing that in 
principle your arguments are unexceptional, would you 
not agree.” 
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EXHIBIT WW 13 

London Transport’s Contribution to Central Charges if Calculated Pro-Rata to 

Net Book Value of Fixed Assets 

Based on 1957 Accounts but ignoring the allocation of Central Charges to British Railways made in those Accounts 

£m. 



Total Central Charges: 

Statement I — 1 

Add: Interest on Capital Borrowings transferred to Special Account ... 



59-8 

3-9 

63-7 



Contribution of London Transport: 



Basis (a) Before deducting Maintenance Equalisation : 
All Activities 

Mean 

London Transport 

Mean 

London Transport proportion — 
147 



£63 -7m. x 



1,810 



Basis ( b ) After deducting Maintenance Equalisation: 
All Activities 

Mean 

London Transport — 

Gross 

Deduct: Maintenance Equalisation 



Mean 



London Transport proportion — 
138 



£63 -7m. x 



Net Book Value of Fixed 
Assets at 31 V December, 
1956 1957 

£m. £m. 



1,764 



1,856 



V. 


1 o 




148 

V. 




146 

J 




Y 

147 




1,542 




1,617 

J 




1,580 




148 

9 




146 

9 


139 




137 

J 


138 



5-2 



1,580 



5-6 
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EXHIBIT BH 18 



LONDON TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE 





Index of 


Indices of Wages 




Average Charge 


Base 


Retail 

Prices 

(1938=100) 

100 


Average 

Weekly 

Earnings 

(1938 

100 


Weekly 
Wage 
Rates 
= 100) 

100 


- 


per Passenger Mile 
Amount (1939=100) 

d. 

•82 100 


1948 


175 


217 


(June, 1947) 
167 


Commencing — 
January, 1957 


1 06 


129 


1957 — 1st Quarter 


260 


384 


279 


1-89 


230 


3rd Quarter 


265 


399 


290 


September, 1957 ... 


2-00 


244 


1958 — 2nd Quarter 


273 


402 


294 


August, 1958 


2-01 


245 


(A) 


(B) 


(Nov., 1958) 
302 

(C) 


Maximum Charges if 
applied in full 


2-22 


271 



Sources : 



(A) London and Cambridge Economic Bulletin. 

(B) Ministry of Labour and National Service press notice 29th January, 1959 — Ministry of Labour Gazette March, 

1950 — London and Cambridge Economic Bulletin December, 1958 published in Times Review of Industry 
December, 1958. 

(C) Monthly Digest of Statistics— H.M. Stationery Office. 
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[Continued 



EXHIBIT PJ 15 

Information Requested by President on 9th Day 
Source of Figures quoted by Mr. James in Q 639 

Capital outlay 1959-61 (Q. 638) £37m. 

Internal Finance — 

(a) per annum — maximum figure 

£m. 

Depreciation 3.5 

Replacement reserve ... 3 • 0 * 

General reserve 2-0* 

8-5 

'"Assuming scheme to be approved and fully applied. 

( b ) For three years — maximum £25£m. 

Additional Finance needed £ll^m. 

Say— £12m. 



The figure of £15m. assumes only half of the replacement and general reserve 
provisions could be collected in 1959. 



Office of the Chief Financial Officer, 
London Transport Executive, 

55, Broadway, S.W.l. 

1 1 th February, 1 959. 
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